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ABSTRACT 


This  study  examines  available  information  on  base 
closures.  A  determination  is  made  as  to  the  criteria  for 
and  the  effects  of  these  closures.  The  criteria  developed 
include  costs  to  the  federal  government,  local  economic 
impact,  political  impact,  environmental  impact  and  the 
impact  on  defense  readiness.  There  were  few  detailed  data 
available  on  the  criterion  of  costs  to  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment.  The  majority  of  the  information  came  from  GAO  evalua¬ 
tions  of  DOD  proposals  to  close  or  realign  bases.  There 
were  more  data  available  on  the  criterion  of  local  economic 
impact,  the  majority  of  these  data  coming  from  the  Office  of 
Economic  Adjustment.  Some  data  were  available  on  the 
remaining  criteria,  but  they  were  mostly  based  on  personal 
opinions.  The  analysis  attempts  to  draw  lessons  from  past 
base  closures  to  assist  in  the  assessment  of  future  closure 
decisions.  However,  the  limited  data  provided  little 
conclusive  evidence  to  support  the  criteria  for  decision 
making. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

A.  BACKGROUND 

The  annual  cost  of  operating  over  5000  U.S.  military 
installations  is  over  $30  billion.  Like  other  government 
agencies,  the  Department  of  Defense  is  having  to  meet  its 
commitments  in  a  time  of  tightening  budgets.  In  terms  of 
real  dollars,  the  budget  for  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
been  declining  from  1984  through  1988.  It  is  clear  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  must  find  ways  to  make  its  dollars  go 
further.  These  financial  restrictions  are  always  taken  into 
account  when  determining  the  operating  requirements  of 
military  bases.  [Ref.  1] 

One  of  the  proposed  solutions  to  the  the  defense  budget 
constraints  has  been  the  closure  or  realignment  of  some 
military  installations.  Realignment  of  a  military 
installation  means  to  take  some  function  of  one  installation 
and  transfer  it  to  another  installation.  Realignment  can 
either  be  the  consolidation  of  two  similar  functions  carried 
out  in  different  locations  or  the  relocation  of  a  particular 
function  to  a  location  where  it  can  be  accomplished  at  a 
lesser  cost. 

The  issue  of  base  closure  is  very  complex  and 
politically  volatile.  There  would  appear  to  be  widespread 
belief  that  base  closures  are  necessary  if  the  Department  of 
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Defense  is  to  operate  within  current  budgetary  constraints. 
The  problem  seems  to  be  just  how  to  achieve  these  closures. 
The  Department  of  Defense  has  the  following  base 


facilities: 

5400  separate  properties. 

26  million  acres  of  land. 

2.2  million  military  personnel. 

1.7  million  guard  and  reserves. 

1.4  million  civilians. 

The  size  of  these  bases  and  properties  range  from  as  small 
as  a  half-acre  to  installations  that  cover  over  three 
million  acres.  The  original  investment  cost  of  these 
properties  is  estimated  at  $66  billion.  [Ref.  1] 

The  current  cost  of  the  physical  assets  of  the  Defense 
Department's  installations  is  now  estimated  at  $450  billion. 
The  majority  of  these  structures  were  built  in  the  1940's 
and  1950 's  in  response  to  World  War  II  and  the  Korean 
Conflict.  Many  were  constructed  to  be  temporary  and,  yet, 
the  majority  of  them  are  still  in  use  after  over  4  0  years. 
The  age  of  these  structures  is  only  part  of  the  problem. 
The  composition  of  the  Armed  Forces  has  changed 
dramatically.  There  is  an  all  volunteer  force  with  an 
increased  emphasis  on  women  and  the  military  family.  The 
number  of  dependents  under  military  care  has  doubled  in  the 
last  20  years,  and  there  are  five  times  as  many  women  in 
uniform.  [Ref.  2] 
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The  topic  of  base  closure  is  not  a  new  one.  During  the 
Kennedy  and  Johnson  administrations,  more  than  450 
realignment  and  closure  actions  were  initiated.  These 
actions  resulted  in  an  annual  savings  of  more  than  one 
billion  dollars.  During  the  Nixon  and  Ford  administrations, 
more  than  27  00  realignment  and  closure  actions  were 
undertaken.  These  actions  included  the  closing  and  disposal 
of  80  military  installations,  with  a  cost  savings  annually 
of  over  four  billion  dollars. 

B.  OBJECTIVES 

The  purpose  of  this  thesis  is  to  determine  the  criteria 
for  closing  or  realigning  military  installations.  It  will 
examine  the  proposals  for  previous  base  closures  and  the 
effects  of  base  closures  and  will  demonstrate  the  various 
criteria  used  by  different  groups  in  arguing  whether  or  not 
a  base  should  be  closed. 

The  thesis  will  address  these  questions: 

-  What  factors  does  DOD  consider  in  deciding  whether  to 
close  or  realign  a  base? 

-  Who  opposes  base  closures?  What  factors  do  they 

consider  in  arguing  against  them? 

-  What  evidence  is  available  from  previous  base  closures 
to  support  or  refute  reasons  for  closing  or  for 
retaining  bases? 

C.  SCOPE 

This  thesis  will  explore  all  aspects  of  the  base  closure 
problem,  including  the  direct  as  well  as  indirect  effects  of 
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a  closure.  It  will  also  look  at  what  effect  the  closure  of 
a  base  has  upon  the  local  community.  There  will  also  be  an 
examination  of  the  different  services  within  the  Defense 
department  to  see  if  each  service  has  its  own  criteria,  or 
if  there  is  a  consensus.  This  examination  begins  in  the 
next  chapter  with  a  review  of  literature  the  author  feels  is 
important  to  the  topic  of  base  closure.  The  review  will  be 
formed  around  possible  criteria  for  base  closures. 

D.  METHODOLOGY 

The  main  objective  during  the  research  portion  of  the 
thesis  was  to  gather  together  enough  information  so  that  the 
majority  of  the  criteria  used,  either  currently  or  on 
previous  base  closures,  could  be  covered.  There  was  a  heavy 
reliance  on  the  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Information 
Exchange  at  the  United  States  Army  Logistics  Management 
College,  Fort  Lee,  Virginia;  upon  Mr.  James  G.  Abbee,  the 
Director  of  Communications  for  the  Defense  Secretary's 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure;  upon  Mr.  Wallace 
Bishop  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Assistance;  and  on  the 
Dudley  Knox  library  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  for  the 
majority  of  the  information.  Other  sources  of  information 
included  the  President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost 
Control .  commonly  known  at  the  Grace  Commission  report, 
Report  on  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  [Ref.  3]; 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office/General  Accounting  Office 
analysis  of  the  Grace  Commission's  major  proposals  for  cost 
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control  [Ref*  4];  and  the  Department  of  Defense's  Summary  of 
Completed  Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects.  [Ref. 
5]  The  remainder  of  the  material  used  as  an  information 
base  consisted  of  approximately  75  articles  from 
periodicals . 

E.  DEFINITIONS 

The  following  is  a  list  of  terms  used  throughout  this 
thesis  and  are  explained  here  so  that  any  confusion  can  be 
avoided. 

The  term  "appropriate  Committees  of  Congress"  means  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives . 

The  term  "Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure" 
means  the  commission  established  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
in  the  charter  signed  by  the  Secretary  on  May  3,  1988. 

The  term  "charter  establishing  such  Commission"  means 
the  charter  referred  to  in  the  above  definition. 

The  term  "military  installation"  means  any  activity 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  a  military 
department . 

The  term  "realignment”  includes  any  action  which  both 
reduces  and  relocates  functions  and  civilian  personnel 
positions  of  a  military  installation. 

The  term  "Secretary"  refers  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  term  "United  States"  includes  the  50  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
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the  Virgin  Islands,  American  Samoa,  and  any  other 
commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession  of  the  United  States. 
[Ref.  6] 

F.  OUTLINE 

The  remainder  of  this  thesis  will  consist  of  a  review  of 
the  literature,  an  analysis  of  the  information  gathered,  and 
the  author's  conclusions  and  summary. 

The  literature  review  is  organized  around  what  the 
author  feels  are  the  key  criteria  for  base  closure.  The 
review  starts  with  costs  to  the  government  and  includes  not 
only  costs  to  the  Department  of  Defense  but  costs  to  other 
federal  agencies  as  well.  This  criterion,  costs  to  the 
federal  government,  covers  costs,  cost  savings  and  cost 
estimation.  The  second  criterion  examined  is  local  economic 
impact.  There  will  be  an  examination  of  data  which  indicate 
that  the  impact  upon  the  local  community  is  quite  severe  and 
of  others  which  suggest  that  the  effect  is  not  so  severe. 
The  remaining  criteria  are  political  and  environmental 
impacts  and  the  impact  on  defense  readiness.  Collection  of 
data  on  the  impact  on  defense  readiness  and  the  political 
impact  was  difficult.  There  is  not  a  lot  of  "hard"  data 
available.  It  is  all  opinion  with  not  much  in  the  way  of 
support . 

The  analysis  chapter  will  consist  of  an  examination  of 
historical  data  on  past  base  closures  and  information  about 
proposed  closures  and  realignments  to  find  evidence  relevant 
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to  the  criteria.  The  summary  will  consist  of  a  comparison 
of  the  different  criteria  used  with  historical  data  on  past 
base  closures.  There  will  also  be  a  review  of  new  criteria 
that  might  be  used  in  the  future. 
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A.  PURPOSE 


The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  explore  some  of  the 
important  studies  and  papers  on  base  closures.  The  major 
focus  of  this  literature  review  is  to  present  reasons  for 
and  against  the  closure  of  military  installations  and  to 
show  why  the  topic  of  base  closures  has  generated  so  much 
concern.  From  this  review  the  author  will  develop  the 
criteria  used  for  decisions  regarding  base  closures.  The 
claims  of  different  organizations  involved  with  base 
closures  will  then  be  compared  with  independent  studies  so 
it  can  be  determined  whether  there  is  an  actual  basis  for 
the  claims.  In  Chapter  III,  the  results  of  this  literature 
review  will  be  combined  with  basic  economic  principles,  and 
an  analysis  done  to  determine  the  merit  of  each  criteria. 

B.  SCOPE  OF  THE  REVIEW 

The  literature  research  began  with  a  preliminary 
bibliographic  search  of  the  Defense  Technical  Information 
Center,  the  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Information  Exchange, 
and  the  Dudley  Knox  Library  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate 
School.  These  searches  indicated  that  publication  of 
primary  data  and  analytical  material  was  sparse.  Because  of 
the  lack  of  data  on  the  criteria  for  base  closure,  other 
sources  of  information  were  investigated.  Significantly 
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more  information  was  found  in  discussion  with  representa¬ 
tives  of  government  agencies  actually  involved  with  base 
closures,  such  as  Mr.  Jim  Abbee,  Director  of  Communications 
for  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure,  and  Mr.  Wallace  Bishop,  Jr.  ,  Senior  Project 
Manager,  President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee,  Office 
of  Economic  Adjustment. 

The  literature  presented  numerous  criteria  being  used  by 
different  organizations  involved  with  base  closures  or 
realignments  either  to  support  or  oppose  base  closures. 
Using  this  information,  it  was  determined  what  criteria  are 
used  to  justify  a  base  closure.  Historical  data  show  the 
effects  of  previous  base  closures.  From  the  minutes  of 
appropriate  congressional  hearings,  the  House  [Ref.  7]  as 
well  as  the  Senate  [Ref.  8],  the  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Subcommittee,  [Ref.  9]  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Military  Construction  [Ref.  10],  the  actual  criteria  being 
used  to  close  bases  were  determined.  A  final  source  of 
information  were  meetings  involving  congressional  committees 
and  service  secretaries,  because  base  closure  was  a  topic 
constantly  under  discussion. 

C.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  REVIEW 

The  analysis  of  the  literature  in  this  review  will  be 
presented  under  the  criteria  of  cost  to  the  federal 
government,  local  economic  impact,  environmental  impact, 
political  impact  and  impact  on  military  readiness.  The 
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criterion  of  cost  to  the  federal  government  will  cover  a 
major  portion  of  this  chapter.  Included  under  this  topic 
are  cost  savings,  one-time  closing  costs  and  related  costs 
of  closing  a  military  installation.  Along  with  determining 
the  nature  of  the  relevant  costs,  one  must  also  determine 
the  amounts  of  these  costs — a  problem  of  cost  estimation. 

The  first  portion  of  this  literature  review  will  provide 
a  background  on  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure.  [Ref.  1]  The  hearings  of  this 
commission  contain  some  information  on  all  of  the  different 
criteria.  Background  on  the  President's  Private  Sector 
Survey  on  Cost  Controls  [Ref.  3],  as  well  as  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office/General  Accounting  Office 
analysis  of  the  Grace  Commissions  recommendations  [Ref.  4], 
will  be  presented  in  the  "cost  to  the  government"  section  of 
this  thesis.  Background  on  the  Department  of  Defense's 
Summary  of  Completed  Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment 
Projects;  25  Years  of  Civilian  Reuse.  [Ref.  5]  will  be  found 
in  the  "local  economic  impact"  section. 

1 .  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment 

and  Closure 

On  3  May  1988,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Frank 
Carlucci,  established  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure.  The  commission  included 
persons  who  have  broad  experience  in  both  government  and  in 
national  defense  (see  Appendix  B)  .  Their  job  is  to  study 
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the  issues  surrounding  the  realignment  and  closure  of 
military  installations  within  the  United  States.  [Ref.  1] 

The  function  of  the  commission  was  to  determine  the 
best  means  for  identifying  bases  to  be  closed  or  realigned. 
It  was  also  to  determine  how  to  improve  federal  government 
incentive  programs  designed  to  help  overcome  the  sometimes 
adverse  effect  of  base  closures  on  the  local  economy.  These 
programs  include  public  works  and  technical  assistance 
grants  from  the  Commerce  Department,  Job  Training  and 
Assistance  grants  from  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  Urban 
Development  Action  and  Community  Development  Block  Grants 
from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  [Ref. 
11]  The  following  are  some  of  the  criteria  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  thought  would  prove  helpful  to  the 
commission  in  its  search  for  bases  to  close: 

-  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the 
impact  on  operational  readiness  of  the  military 
departments  concerned. 

-  The  availability  and  condition  of  land  and  facilities  at 
both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

-  The  potential  to  accommodate  contingency,  mobilization, 
and  future  force  requirements  at  receiving  locations. 

-  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

-  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  cost  savings, 
including  whether  the  total  cost  savings  realized  from 
the  closure  or  realignment  of  the  base  will  exceed  the 
amount  expended  to  close  or  realign  the  base  by  the  end 
of  the  6-year  period  beginning  with  the  date  of 
completion  of  the  closure  or  realignment  of  the  base. 

-  The  economic  impact  on  the  community  in  which  the  base 
to  be  closed  or  realigned  is  located. 


-  The  community  support  at  the  receiving  locations. 

-  The  environmental  impact. 

-  The  implementation  process  involved. 

The  information  gathered  by  the  commission  is  to  be  reported 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  along  with  recommendations,  no 
later  than  31  December,  1988.  [Ref.  1] 

D.  COSTS  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT 

1 .  The  President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost 
Controls 

On  30  June  1982,  by  executive  order  number  12369, 
President  Reagan  established  the  President's  Private  Sector 
Survey  on  Cost  Control  (PPSSCC)  and  named  J.  Peter  Grace  as 
chairman.  The  job  of  this  group  was  to  identify  any 
opportunities  for  increased  efficiency  and  reduced  costs 
that  could  be  had  by  legislative  or  executive  methods.  It 
was  made  up  of  161  chief  executive  officers  from  some  of  the 
largest  corporations  in  the  world.  Overall,  it  is  reported 
that  more  than  2000  individuals  took  part  in  some  portions 
of  the  PPSSCC.  The  work  done  by  the  PPSSCC  was  privately 
financed  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $74  million.  [Ref.  1] 

The  PPSSCC  was  organized  into  36  different  groups. 
Of  these  36  groups,  22  were  assigned  to  study  specific 
departments  and  agencies  within  the  federal  government.  The 
remaining  14  groups  were  assigned  to  study  facets  of  the 
government  that  cut  across  all  departments.  These  facets 
include  data  processing,  personnel,  and  procurement  policy. 
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Each  group  then  produced  its  own  separate  report.  In 
addition  to  the  original  36  reports,  another  11  reports  on 
selected  issues  were  prepared  by  the  office  management  staff 


at  PPSSCC.  The  47  reports  contained  2478  specific  cost 
cutting  recommendations  covering  784  different  issues.  The 
final  edition  of  the  PPSSCC  report  was  published  in  two 
volumes,  with  a  combined  length  of  650  pages.  The  report 
was  presented  to  the  President  on  16  January,  1984.  [Ref. 
3] 

2 .  GAO/CBO  Analysis  of  PPSSCC  Recommendations 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  reviewed  396  of  the 
President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Controls'  (PPSSCC) 
recommendations.  This  review  included  almost  90%  of  all  the 
savings  recommended  by  the  PPSSCC.  To  the  best  of  their 
ability,  the  CBO  and  GAO  estimated  the  impact  of  the  PPSSCC 
proposals  on  the  CBO ' s  baseline  budget  projections  for  the 
fiscal  years  of  1985  through  1988.  An  analysis  was  made  and 
the  results  published  in  February  of  1984.  [Ref.  4] 

The  CBO  and  GAO  analyzed  whether  the  PPSSCC 
recommendations  could  be  implemented  administratively  or 
whether  they  would  require  legislation.  The  analysis  also 
included  the  overall  reasonableness  of  each  recommendation. 
Because  of  the  complexity  of  many  of  the  recommendations, 
the  GAO  review  and  analysis  was  quite  specific. 


3. 


and  Closure 

One  of  the  people  to  speak  before  this  Commission 
was  Stephen  Moore,  Grover  Hermann  Fellow  in  federal 
budgetary  affairs  at  the  Heritage  Foundation.  Mr.  Moore 
proposed  that  the  only  costs  to  consider  in  the  closure  of  a 
military  installation  were  costs  to  the  government.  He 
specifically  stated  that  local  economic  impact  should  not  be 
considered.  Mr.  Moore  went  on  to  list  other  criteria,  or 
changes  to  current  policy  for  base  closure.  [Ref.  1] 

4 .  Cost  Savinas 

Another  one  of  the  speakers  before  the  Defense 
Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  was 
Fred  Thompson,  Professor  of  Public  Management  at  Willamette 
University.  Professor  Thompson  spoke  of  the  waste  that  is 
present  in  the  current  military  base  structure.  He  stated 
that  the  bases  were  "highly  wasteful"  and  the  waste  came 
from  a  "failure  to  allocate  property  held  by  the  military  to 
higher  valued,  non-military  uses  and  not  from  excess 
operating  costs."  [Ref.  1]  The  waste  that  he  spoke  of  was 
the  opportunity  cost  of  not  putting  the  land  that  the  base 
sits  on  to  better  use,  as  well  as  the  excess  operating 
costs.  He  said,  however,  that  the  operating  costs  of  a  base 
were  minimal  compared  to  the  opportunity  cost.  Professor 
Thompson  said  that  the  emphasis  in  choosing  bases  to  be 
closed  should  be  on  the  alternative  potential  private  uses 
of  the  facilities.  He  stated  that,  once  it  had  been 
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determined  that  some  bases  were  going  to  be  closed,  part  of 
the  decision  as  to  which  bases  to  select  should  be  based  on 
the  reuse  of  the  property.  He  suggested  that,  if  one  base 
would  be  more  desirable  to  private  sector  companies  than 
another  base,  then  this  should  be  a  primary  consideration  in 
the  closure  decision.  Professor  Thompson  argued  that  an 
evaluation  of  the  possible  reuse  of  the  property  should  be 
done,  just  as  economic  or  environmental  impact  studies  are 
done.  [Ref.  1] 

The  Grace  Commission  recommended  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  close  unnecessary  bases,  consolidate  activities 
providing  support  for  bases  that  were  in  the  same  area,  and 
consolidate  major  equipment  maintenance  facilities. 
Specifically,  it  recommended  that: 

-  The  President  should  appoint  an  independent  commission 
to  study  realignment  or  have  the  Department  of  Defense 
designate  all  bases  as  candidates  for  closure  and  begin 
appropriate  studies.  The  PPSSCC  estimated  that  closing 
some  unnecessary  bases  could  save  as  much  as  $2.7 
billion. 

-  The  Department  of  Defense  should  make  participation  in 
the  existing  Defense  Retail  Inter-service  Support  (DRIS) 
program  mandatory.  This  would  increase  base 
consolidations. 

-  The  Department  of  Defense  should  establish  a  time-table 
for  consolidating  depot  level  maintenance  facilities, 
based  on  a  uniform  cost  accounting  system  for  all  of  its 
facilities.  [Ref.  3] 

Base  support  operations  include  such  services  as 
fire  protection,  housing  management  and  maintenance,  finance 
and  accounting,  refuse  collection,  civilian  personnel 
management,  building  and  road  maintenance,  and  security. 


There  are 

50  such 

functions  in 

the 

administrative 

and 

logistical 

support 

areas  and 

25 

in  the  supply 

and 

maintenance 

areas. 

Since  most 

of 

these  functions 

are 

standard  across  the  services,  there  is  a  potential  for  cost 
savings  to  the  extent  that  they  are  consolidated  in 
geographical  areas  with  several  military  facilities.  Such 
consolidation  can  reduce  duplication  in  staffing  and 
facilities.  In  1973,  the  Department  of  Defense  initiated 
the  DRIS  program  to  provide  base  commanders  with  a  mechanism 
for  determining  where  base  support  operations  could  be 
consolidated  in  order  to  reduce  costs  and  increase 
efficiency.  The  savings  from  the  consolidation  of  base 
support  operations  are  estimated  to  be  $100-$500  million 
annually.  This  estimate  is  derived  from  testimony  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  on  22  June  1982  before  the 
Legislation  and  National  Security  Subcommittee  of  the  House 
Government  Operations  Committee.  [Ref.  3] 

In  the  Department  of  Defense  system,  maintenance  is 
generally  performed  at  the  organization,  intermediate,  and 
depot  levels.  The  organizational  and  intermediate  levels 
perform  maintenance  on  specific  weapons  systems.  The  depot 
level  performs  heavy  maintenance  on  a  variety  of  systems 
such  as  jet  engines,  missile  guidance  systems,  and  tank 
engines.  Depot  level  maintenance  facilities  require 
extensive  capital  investment  in  fixed  facilities, 
specialized  tools  and  complex  test  equipment.  The 
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Department  of  Defense  has  29  depot  level  maintenance 
facilities.  Fiscal  year  1983  expenditures  for  all  Defense 
Department  depot  level  maintenance  are  estimated  at  $12.4 
billion.  The  estimated  savings  from  consolidation  of  the 
depot  level  maintenance  functions  is  $50  million  annually. 
The  consolidation  of  some  maintenance  facilities  should 
result  in  a  one  time  cash  gain  of  $300-$400  million  due  to 
the  reduced  need  for  some  specialized  maintenance  equipment. 
[Ref.  3] 

The  PPSSCC  qualified  its  report  by  stating  that 
estimates,  like  those  above,  were  of  a  planning  nature  and 
not  of  budget  quality.  Further  qualification  stated  that 
these  savings  were  representative  of  the  first  three  years 
of  implementation  of  the  recommendations,  not  three  specific 
fiscal  years.  The  three  year  PPSSCC  projections  of  cost 
savings  and  revenue  increases  were  based  on  an  annual 
inflation  rate  of  10%  and  an  average  interest  rate  of  10%. 
[Ref.  4] 

The  GAO-CBO  review  found  that  the  potential  deficit 
reduction  from  implementing  the  recommendations  would  be 
much  smaller  then  the  amount  projected  by  the  PPSSCC.  The 
GAO-CBO  and  PPSSCC  estimates  are  not  fully  comparable.  The 
GAO-CBO  estimates  were  calculated  in  federal  budget 
accounting  terms,  and  the  PPSSCC  estimates  were  planning 
figures.  [Ref.  4]  The  difference  between  these  two  figures 
is  the  amount  of  research  done  to  come  up  with  them.  The 
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federal  budget  accounting  terms  used  by  the  GAO-CBO  analysis 
were  more  specific.  The  GAO-CBO  went  through  the  PPSSCC 
recommendations  and  estimated,  line  item  by  line  item,  a 
more  precise  cost  or  savings.  The  PPSSCC  planning  figures 
were  just  estimates. 

Cost  savings  can  also  be  realized  in  the  maintenance 
of  base  facilities  and  future  construction  on  a  base  once  it 
has  been  decided  to  close  it.  If  the  operations  of  that 
base  are  being  terminated,  there  will  be  additional  savings. 
However,  if  the  operations  are  being  transferred,  this 
saving  will  not  be  realized.  The  report  by  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  on  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base  and  the  report  by  the  U.S. 
Army  on  New  Cumberland  Army  Repair  Depot  also  show  one-time 
cost  savings  associated  with  base  closure.  These  one-time 
cost  savings  were  for  scheduled  construction  projects  that 
had  not  yet  been  started.  The  Air  Force  report  shows  a  one 
time  cost  savings  of  almost  $9.3  million.  [Ref.  12]  The 
Army  report  shows  a  one  time  cost  savings  of  almost  $12.9 
million.  [Ref.  13]  The  reason  for  the  decision  to  close 
the  Watertown  Arsenal  was  stated  to  be  that  the  arsenal  was 
primarily  involved  in  manufacturing  items  that  could  be 
procured  competitively  from  private  industry  at  less  cost. 
[Ref.  14] 

5 .  One-Time  Closing  Costs 


Another  aspect  of  cost  as  a  criterion  for  base 
closure  is  that  of  one-time  closing  costs.  What  need  to  be 


examined  are  the  total  closing  costs  and  the  total  costs  of 
moving  the  base  operations.  Some  examples  of  these  costs 
are  seen  in  the  reports  done  on  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base, 
Watertown  Arsenal  and  New  Cumberland  Army  Repair  Depot. 
Included  in  the  one-time  cost  estimations  of  closing  these 
installations  were  such  things  as  retirement  of  military  and 
civilian  personnel,  transportation  of  supplies  and 
equipment,  movement  of  civilian  and  military  personnel, 
contract  termination  and  caretaker  costs.  [Ref.  15]  These 
costs  will  be  presented  and  discussed  further  in  the  next 
chapter.  Other  costs  include  the  construction  or  repair  of 
buildings  or  roads  prior  to  the  turn-over  of  the  base  to  the 
local  community  and  the  installation  of  services  at  the  base 
to  which  all  the  personnel  and  equipment  are  being 
transferred.  [Ref.  12] 

6 .  Related  Costs 

The  related  costs  are  the  costs  to  other  federal 
agencies  which  occur  as  a  consequence  of  a  base  closure.  It 
is  here  that  conflict  arises  between  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  General  Accounting  Office.  The  estimates 
done  by  the  Department  of  Defense  exclude  such  items  as  the 
increase  in  unemployment  compensation  or  food  stamps  which 
occurs  as  a  result  of  a  base  closure.  In  the  case  of  the 
closing  of  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base,  the  General  Accounting 
Office  estimate  was  greater  then  the  DOD  estimate  by  more 
than  $2.5  million.  They  also  estimated  a  cost  increase  in 
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food  stamps  for  the  local  community  of  $186,000.  [Ref.  12] 
The  General  Accounting  Office  did  a  similar  evaluation  on 
the  Army's  proposal  to  close  the  New  Cumberland  Repair 
Depot.  In  this  case  they  estimated  a  cost  in  unemployment 
compensation  of  over  $1.5  million,  a  cost  that  the  Army  did 
not  include  in  its  cost  analysis.  [Ref.  13] 

Another  item  that  needs  to  be  included  in  the 
calculation  of  cost  to  the  federal  government  is  grants  to 
selected  communities  in  which  bases  were  closed.  In  past 
base  closures,  these  grants  came  from  such  agencies  as  the 
Economic  Development  Administration,  the  Area  Redevelopment 
Administration  and  the  Manpower  Retraining  Programs. 
Another  source  of  grants  could  have  come  as  Federal  Impact 
Assistance.  However,  this  was  mostly  in  the  form  of  aid  to 
the  local  school  district.  In  a  special  report  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  a  total  of  $18,813,000  was  paid 
to  16  communities  in  loans  and  grants,  from  the  Economic 
Development  and  Area  Development  Administration.  [Ref.  16] 

7 .  Cost  Estimation 

The  final  aspect  of  cost  as  a  criterion  for  base 
closure  is  the  problem  of  reliable  estimation  of  the  actual 
costs  of  and  savings  from  a  closure  or  realignment.  An 
example  of  the  confusion  that  can  arise  over  the  calculation 
of  these  costs  and  savings  is  seen  in  the  proposed  closing 
of  the  New  Cumberland  Repair  Depot.  The  following  is  a 


comparison  of  the  Army  and  GAO  estimates  of  the  savings  in 
payroll  expense  from  the  proposed  closure: 


Armv  ComDUtations 

Average 

Gross 

Number  of 

staffing 

annual 

Dositions 

costs 

savinas 

Civilian  function: 

Maintenance 

782 

$23,131 

$18,088,821 

Supply  support 

106 

15,945 

1,690,170 

Base  operations 

100 

15,010 

1,501.000 

TOTAL  CIVILIAN 

988 

21,279,991 

Military: 

15 

266.689 

TOTAL  CIVILIAN  AND 

MILITARY: 

1,003 

$21,546,689 

GAO  COMPUTATIONS 

Civilian  function: 

Maintenance 

689 

$26,562 

$18,301,621 

Supply  Support 

94 

-5,919 

1,590,386 

Base  operations 

85 

27,899 

2.370.574 

TOTAL  CIVILIAN 

868 

22 ,262 , 581 

Military: 

15 

300.240 

TOTAL  CIVILIAN  AND 

MILITARY: 

883 

$22,562,821 

Part  of  the  reason  for  the  difference  in  the  gross 
annual  savings  figures  is  that  the  General  Accounting  Office 
estimates  included  the  costs  of  personnel  benefits  and 
proposed  wage  increases.  Another  part  of  the  difference  is 
that  the  Army  used  an  inflation  rate  of  13%  while  the 
General  Accounting  Office  used  a  rate  of  10%.  [Ref.  13] 

8 •  Summary 

From  the  readings  of  the  proposals  by  the  different 
services  for  base  closure  or  realignment,  it  can  be  seen 
that  cost  calculation  is  a  difficult  task.  What  appears 
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important  to  one  group  in  the  calculation  of  costs  is  not 
important  or  pertinent  to  another  group.  However,  the  list 
of  proposed  criteria  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  submitted 
to  the  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  show  that 
cost  is  an  important  consideration. 

The  PPSSCC  made  numerous  recommendations  as  to  how 
the  Department  of  Defense  could  reduce  its  yearly  expendi¬ 
tures.  The  reason  that  the  PPSSCC  proposed  closing  military 
installations  was  strictly  to  reduce  the  national  deficit. 
The  majority  of  these  recommendations  were  administrative  in 
nature.  However,  some  of  these  recommendations  would 
require  a  change  of  policy.  The  PPSSCC  saw  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  will  have  to  operate  under  ever 
tightening  budgets.  One  way  that  it  saw  of  easing  or 

meeting  these  budget  constraints  was  to  close  some  unneeded 
or  otherwise  obsolete  bases. 

The  conclusion  of  the  analysis  done  by  the  GAO-CBO 
on  the  PPSSCC ' s  recommendations  is  that  the  PPSSCC  figures 
are  bloated  and  that  the  actual  realizable  benefit  is 
considerably  less.  The  importance  of  the  analysis  of  the 
PPSSCC  recommendations  is  that  not  only  does  it  show  that 
cost  is  a  criterion  for  base  closure,  but  it  also  shows  the 
conflict  over  the  estimation  of  those  costs.  Not  only  is 
there  a  conflict  over  costs  to  close  a  military  installa¬ 
tion,  but  there  is  also  a  great  deal  more  conflict  over  the 
costs  saved  by  closing  an  installation.  In  this  particular 
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case,  the  PPSSCC  has  estimated  total  cost  savings  of  $2.7 
billion.  The  GAO-CBO  analysis  did  not  give  a  specific 
amount  that  could  be  saved  from  base  closures  because  it 
said  the  number  and  actual  names  of  the  bases  would  have  to 
be  disclosed.  GAO-CBO  did  state,  however,  that  using  the 
information  given  by  the  PPSSCC  recommendation,  they  thought 
the  figure  would  be  slightly  lower.  Even  though  the  PPSSCC 
savings  figures  are  somewhat  bloated,  it  is  none  the  less  a 
very  helpful  report,  because  it  points  out  that  there  are 
savings  to  be  had.  [Ref.  4] 

E.  LOCAL  ECONOMIC  IMPACT 

1 •  The  Department  of  Defense's  Summary  of  Completed 
Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects 

The  Department  of  Defense's  Summary  of  Completed 
Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects;  25  years  of 
Civilian  Reuse  gives  a  brief  overview  of  the  President's 
Economic  Adjustment  Committee  and  states  the  purpose  behind 
economic  adjustment  assistance.  The  nature  of  this 

assistance  is  help  in  planning  a  strategy  to  alleviate  the 
serious  economic  and  social  impact  that  results  from  a  major 
defense  realignment.  This  strategy  includes  planning  long¬ 
term  regional  development  objectives  such  as  the  following: 

-  Diversifying  the  economy  away  from  a  few  dominant 
industries . 

-  Encouraging  a  balanced  growth  in  the  area's  economy, 
including  commercial  and  service  sector  jobs. 
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-  Providing  employment  opportunities  for  the  region's 
unemployed  and  under-employed  persons  and  for  young  high 
school  and  college  graduates. 

-  Bolstering  the  local  tax  base. 

-  Helping  existing  industries  to  expand.  [Ref.  17] 

To  provide  some  idea  of  the  spectrum  of  the  people 
involved  with  the  President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee, 
the  member  organizations  are  listed  below. 

-  Department  of  Defense. 

-  Department  of  Agriculture. 

-  Department  of  Commerce. 

-  Department  of  Education. 

-  Department  of  Energy. 

-  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

-  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

-  Department  of  the  Interior. 

-  Department  of  Justice. 

-  Department  of  Labor. 

-  Department  of  Transportation. 

-  Council  of  Economic  Advisors. 

-  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

-  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency. 

-  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

-  General  Services  Administration. 

-  Small  Business  Administration. 

-  Office  of  Personnel  Management.  [Ref.  5] 
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This  Committee  works  with  local,  state  and  federal  agency 
representatives  to  develop  and  implement  plans  of  action  to 
generate  new  jobs  and  new  job  opportunities.  The  role  of 
the  Committee  is  to  "help  communities  help  themselves."  It 
must  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  it  is  the  job  of  the 
community  to  revitalize  these  former  bases.  [Ref.  5] 

This  publication  then  goes  on  to  list  some  of  the 
new  uses  of  closed  military  installations.  Included  in  this 
document  are  seven  articles  which  tell  of  the  "good"  uses 
for  old  bases.  These  uses  include  12  four  year  colleges,  33 
post-secondary  vocational  technical  schools  and  community 
colleges,  75  industrial  parks,  and  42  municipal  or  general 
aviation  airports.  There  are  also  two  case  studies  of  bases 
which  were  closed  and  then  taken  over  by  the  local 
government  with  great  economic  benefits  as  a  result.  This 
document  also  contains  data  from  the  closure  of  100  military 
installations.  It  lists  the  name  of  the  base,  the  state  it 
was  located  in,  the  number  of  jobs  lost  when  the  base  was 
closed,  and  the  number  of  new  jobs  created  by  the  arrival  of 
private  industry.  [Ref.  5] 

Examination  of  the  Department  of  Defense's  Summary 
of  Completed  Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects:  25 
Years  of  Civilian  Reuse  shows  that,  in  some  cases,  the 
effect  upon  the  community  is  quite  substantial.  This 


summary  shows  that  in  22%  of  the  instances  of  base  closure, 
the  number  of  jobs  lost  exceeded  the  number  of  jobs  created. 


What  follows  are  cases  which  show  the  severity  of  impact 
that  the  closing  of  a  military  installation  can  have  upon 
the  local  community.  In  the  case  of  Brookley  Air  Force  Base 
the  losses  included  1,070  military  personnel  and  12,300 
civilian  personnel.  The  closure  of  Craig  Air  Force  Base  in 
Selma  Alabama  saw  the  loss  of  1863  military  and  547  civilian 
personnel.  [Ref.  5] 

2 .  Craig  Air  Force  Base 

Craig  Air  Force  Base  had  an  annual  military  and 
civilian  payroll  of  $32,292,690  in  1975.  During  that  year 
2095  officers  and  enlisted  personnel  were  stationed  at  the 
base.  There  were  also  547  civil  service  workers  and  about 
370  non-civil  service  workers  stationed  or  employed  at  the 
base.  One  measure  of  the  relative  economic  effect  of  Craig 
Air  Force  Base  is  seen  in  a  comparison  of  the  Craig  payroll 
of  over  $32  million  to  the  county's  estimated  annual  payroll 
of  only  $28  million  in  manufacturing.  It  was  estimated 
that,  if  Craig  were  closed,  the  military  personnel  would  be 
transferred  to  other  installations  along  with  some  of  the 
civil  service  employees.  Other  civil  service  personnel 
would  remain  in  the  area  due  to  family  commitments  or  other 
reasons.  It  was  estimated  that  50%  of  these  remaining 
personnel  would  enter  the  ranks  of  the  unemployed.  The  370 
non-civil  service  employees  would  immediately  be  out  of  work 
and  would  become  unemployed.  The  county  unemployment  rate 
of  11%  would  jump  to  an  estimated  37%.  [Ref.  18] 
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In  1975,  Craig  Air  Force  Base  procured  about  $9.2 
million  in  contract  services  and  materials,  with  an 
estimated  38%  of  this  being  furnished  by  suppliers  and 
contractors  in  Dallas  county.  It  was  presumed  that  this 
$3.49  million  would  not  be  spent  there,  with  a  consequent 
substantial  loss  to  local  businesses.  Each  of  these  firms 
would  in  turn  have  to  cut  back  production  by  laying  off 
workers,  thus  adding  to  the  already  swollen  ranks  of  the 
unemployed.  [Ref.  18] 

3 .  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base 

Examining  the  proposed  closure  of  Kincheloe,  some  of 
the  same  effects  upon  the  community  are  found  as  were  found 
with  the  proposed  closure  of  Craig.  Kincheloe  Air  Force 
Base  was  located  in  Chippewa  County,  Michigan.  An  Air  Force 
report  stated  that  10,280  of  Chippewa  County's  35,300 
residents  were  military  and  civilian  employees  or 
dependents.  Neighboring  MacKinac  county  had  130  Kincheloe 
employees  or  dependents  in  its  10,150  population.  [Ref.  12] 
The  samt  impacts  of  the  base  closure  that  would 
happen  in  Dallas  and  Selma  Counties  when  Craig  Air  Force 
Base  closed  were  predicted  to  happen  when  Kincheloe  Air 
Force  Base  closed.  It  was  estimated  that  the  unemployment 
rate  would  go  up  by  almost  10%,  and  that  the  housing  vacancy 
rate  would  increase  by  as  much  as  30%.  It  was  also 
estimated  that  the  values  of  real  estate  would  drop  by  50%, 
with  a  total  cost  for  unemployment  and  food  stamp 
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compensation  as  well  as  aid  to  the  school  district  of  almost 
$5.4  dollars.  [Ref.  12] 

4 .  Watertown  Arsenal 

A  final  example  of  the  local  economic  impact 
concerns  the  closing  of  the  Watertown  Arsenal.  An 
examination  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  verified  that 
the  items  being  produced  at  Watertown  had  previously  been 
procured  from  private  industry.  Although  they  were  unable 
to  determine  whether  the  cost  of  any  future  procurement  of 
these  items  would  be  more  or  less  than  the  cost  to  produce 
them  at  Watertown,  past  experience  had  shown  that  generally 
the  cost  of  items  procured  had  decreased  when  competitive 
procurement  exists.  The  same  kind  of  problems  from  the 
closure  of  this  installation  could  be  expected  as  with  the 
other  bases.  The  Army  estimated  that  it  would  be  able  to 
integrate  the  2306  civilian  workers  into  other  local  federal 
facilities.  However,  at  the  time  of  this  closure,  two  of 
the  largest  of  these  facilities,  the  Springfield  Arsenal  and 
the  Portsmouth  Navy  Yard,  were  laying  off  workers.  Another 
large  employer  of  federal  employees,  the  Boston  Naval 
Shipyard,  was  also  facing  possible  closure.  [Ref.  14] 

5 .  Data  Contrary  to  the  Adverse  Effect  on  the  Local 

Community 

Contrary  to  the  data  from  these  proposed  base 
closures,  other  articles  suggest  that  the  effect  of  the 
military  presence  on  the  local  community  is  not  as  great. 
The  Department  of  Defense's  Summary  of  Completed  Military 
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Base  Economic  Adjustment  Project;  25  Years  of  Civilian  Reuse 
shows  that  in  77%  of  the  base  closures  the  number  of  jobs 
created  was  greater  than  the  number  lost.  [Ref.  5]  A 
report  by  John  E.  Lynch,  which  examined  the  effect  of  24 
base  closures  upon  the  local  retail  sales,  was  studied. 
This  report  showed  that  in  only  seven  cases  did  the  sales 
volume  fall.  [Ref.  16]  Another  study  by  The  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  which  was 
completed  in  1976,  found  that  military  commissaries  ranked 
ninth  among  top  food  store  chains  in  the  United  States  in 
sales  volume.  This  study  also  showed  that  the  exchange 
facilities  ranked  seventh  among  department  and  variety  store 
chains.  [Ref.  19]  One  of  the  explanations  for  this  could 
be  the  fact  that  purchases  of  goods  and  services  by  the 
military  and  their  dependents  are  for  the  most  part 
concentrated  on  the  base  itself.  It  is  estimated  that  from 
one-third  to  one-half  of  their  total  purchases  are  made  on 
post.  [Ref.  20] 

In  a  report  by  the  Boise-Cascade  center  for 
community  development  before  the  U.S.  Congress,  House  Select 
Committee  on  Small  Business  it  was  determined  that  the 
revenues  generated  by  a  military  installation  were  "not 
nearly  comparable  to  what  would  be  received  from  a  similar 
private  employer."  [Ref.  21]  Whereas  a  private  employer 
would  generate  a  greater  benefit  to  the  community  than  any 
cost  it  would  cause,  the  Boise-Cascade  report  stated  that 


military  installations  generate  a  benefit  of  only  69  cents 
for  every  dollar  they  cost  the  community.  [Ref*  21]  The 
majority  of  the  benefit  to  the  local  community  from  private 
industry  is  through  increased  local  tax  revenues.  Military 
installations  have  a  tax  exempt  status  and,  thus,  do  not 
generate  as  much  benefit  as  private  industry.  For  example, 
no  property  tax  is  paid  on  base  housing  and  no  sales  tax  is 
collected  at  the  commissary  and  exchange. 

Examination  of  the  total  number  of  new  housing  units 
added  to  the  inventory  by  the  Department  of  Defense  shows  an 
increase  of  6800  for  1987.  [Ref.  22]  At  the  same  time  the 
Defense  Manpower  Data  Center  shows  a  decline  in  total 
Department  of  Defense  manpower  from  2,163,578  to  2,137,415. 
[Ref.  23]  These  two  facts  indicate  that  the  effect  of  the 
military  upon  the  local  housing  market  is  decreasing. 

Testimony  before  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission 
on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  on  the  issue  of  the 
socioeconomic  impacts  associated  with  base  realignment  and 
closure  emphasized  the  need  for  the  government  to  get 
involved.  The  testimony  spoke  of  the  need  to  schedule 
meetings  between  local  officials  and  the  concerned 
government  agencies  as  soon  as  possible.  There  was  also  an 
emphasis  on  the  knowledge  of  the  office  of  Economic 
Assistance  and  the  role  it  has  played  in  past  closures. 
[Ref.  1]  Examples  of  just  how  communities  have  recovered 
can  be  found  in  Communities  in  Transition  [Ref.  24]  and 


30 


Civilian  Reuse  of  Radar  Stations  [Ref.  25].  Both  of  these 
publications  are  put  out  by  the  President's  Economic 
Adjustment  Committee.  In  the  Communities  in  Transition 
publication,  there  are  profiles  of  20  communities  that  were 
affected  by  base  closures  and  the  extent  to  which  they  have 
recovered.  [Ref.  24]  The  other  publications  tells  of  the 
reuse  of  29  closed  radar  installations.  It  gives  a 
breakdown  of  the  location,  general  description  of  the 
station  and  a  general  description  of  the  region  in  which  the 
station  is  located.  It  also  tells  to  what  new  use  the  land 
has  been  put,  the  effects  upon  the  economy  and  the  future 
plans  for  land.  [Ref.  25] 

Another  aspect  of  the  local  economic  impact  is  the 
federally  funded  assistance  that  is  available  to  the  local 
community  if  a  base  is  to  be  closed.  Many  non-DOD  federal 
agency  programs  aid  affected  employees  and  communities  if  a 
DOD  installation  is  closed.  Some  programs  help  communities 
organize,  plan  and  carry  out  projects  to  benefit  displaced 
workers,  affected  businesses  and  other  community  interests. 
Other  programs  provide,  direct  individual  aid.  The 
President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee,  for  example, 
helps  communities  receive  this  federal  assistance  and 
coordinates  with  the  agencies  to  assure  that  aid  is  received 
promptly  and  is  applied  effectively.  Examples  of  this  aid 
are: 
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-  Establishing  a  local  development  organization. 

-  Developing  a  regional  development  plan  to  attract 
private  investment. 

-  Training  unemployed  people  to  fill  existing  or  new  jobs. 

-  Converting  DOD  facilities  for  civilian  use. 

-  Providing  loans  to  build  and  equip  plants  for  new 
industry.  [’Ref.  11] 

6 .  Summary 

A  review  of  past  base  closures  and  proposed  closures 
shows  that  there  can  be  cases  in  which  there  is  a  substan¬ 
tial  economic  effect  upon  the  community.  The  same  report 
that  tells  of  these  adverse  effects  also  tells  that  a 
majority  of  the  communities  recovered.  Other  reports  tell 
not  only  of  the  extent  to  which  the  communities  have 
recovered  but  also  the  manner  in  which  they  have  surpassed 
old  employment  figures.  These  reports  talk  about 
unemployment  being  down  and  bank  deposits,  real  estate 
values  and  the  community  tax  base  being  up. 

From  reading  of  past  base  closures,  it  also  can  be 
seen  that,  to  ease  the  impact  on  the  local  community  of  a 
major  defense  program  change,  economic  adjustment  assistance 
is  available.  This  type  of  assistance  is  not  only  for  base 
closures,  but  for  major  realignments  as  well.  Not  only  must 
the  removal  of  the  troops  from  the  base  be  considered,  but 
the  adding  of  these  same  troops  to  a  new  community  must 
receive  similar  consideration.  The  impact  of  such  moves  of 
Defense  Department  personnel  is  always  taken  into 
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consideration.  Whenever  possible,  steps  are  taken  to 
minimize  this  impact.  If  it  is  determined  that  this  impact 
will  be  of  a  great  consequence  upon  the  community,  the 
Department  of  Defense  will  take  all  steps  possible  to  reduce 
the  problem  to  a  manageable  size.  The  Economic  Assistance 
Program  was  created  for  just  this  purpose. 

F .  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

The  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  held  a  hearing  on  the  environmental  issues 
involved  with  closing  a  military  installation.  The  majority 
of  the  testimony  at  the  commission's  hearings  concerned  the 
compliance  with  or  relaxation  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA) .  Environmental  groups,  such  as  The  Sierra 
Club,  National  Wildlife  Federation  and  the  Environmental  Law 
Institute,  advocate  total  adherence  to  NEPA,  while  the 
Department  of  Defense,  as  well  as  the  different  service 
secretaries,  would  like  to  waive  its  requirements. 
Specifically,  what  is  being  addressed  here  is  that  the 
environmentalists  want  the  Department  of  Defense  to  clean  up 
all  hazardous  waste  prior  to  the  closure  of  a  base.  The 
Department  of  Defense  wants  to  be  released  from  the 
requirements  of  NEPA,  because  it  is  the  primary  stumbling 
block  that  Congress  has  put  before  them  to  keep  them  from 
closing  a  base.  The  Department  of  Defense  contends  that  it 
can  "enjoy  a  significant  cost  savings"  [Ref.  26]  by  placing 
the  base  in  a  inactive  status.  It  could  then  use  this 
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savings  as  part  of  the  clean-up  cost.  The  environmentalists 
fear  that,  once  the  base  is  closed,  the  clean-up  of  the 
hazardous  waste  on  the  base  will  become  a  low  priority. 
They  fear  that  it  will  take  longer  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  go  in  and  clean  up  the  waste,  and  the  effect  of 
the  waste  on  the  environment  will  only  worsen.  The  current 
fear  is  that,  if  left  alone,  the  waste  will  leach  into  the 
surrounding  ground  water  and  the  contamination  will  spread. 
[Ref.  1] 

G.  POLITICAL  IMPACT 

The  criterion  of  the  political  impact  associated  with 
the  closure  or  realignment  of  a  military  installation  is 
closely  tied  to  that  of  the  local  economic  impact.  A  member 
of  Congress  gets  elected  by  garnering  the  majority  of  the 
votes  during  elections  held  in  his  or  her  district  or  state. 
The  way  they  remain  in  office  is  to  insure  that  they 
maintain  a  greater  percentage  of  "satisfied"  voters  then 
their  opposition  during  each  election.  In  the  case  of  base 
closures  or  realignments,  a  "satisfied"  or  happy  voter  is 
one  with  a  job.  We  have  seen  from  previous  data  that  base 
closures  without  exception  involve  job  loss.  As  a 
consequence,  members  of  Congress  who  have  military 
installations  in  their  districts  or  states,  are  not 
favorable  towards  base  closures. 

The  extent  that  some  Congressional  members  go  to  in 
order  to  block  even  the  remotest  possibility  that  an 
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installation  in  their  state  or  district  will  be  closed  is 
quite  evident.  First,  Congress  tried  to  abolish  the  Defense 
Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure.  It 
was  said  that  the  formation  of  such  a  Commission  would  be  an 
abdication  of  its  duties.  When  that  didn't  work.  Congress 
tried  to  expand  the  size  of  the  Commission  in  an  attempt  to 
"stack"  it  with  anti-base  closure  people.  The  reason  for 
this  was  to  insure  that  each  member  of  Congress  had 
representation  from  their  part  of  the  country.  Congress 
also  tried  to  delay  the  report  date  of  the  Commission. 
Finally,  Congress  tried  to  expand  the  scope  of  the 
Commission  to  include  foreign  bases,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  money  spent  on  overseas  bases  was  much  greater  than 
that  spent  in  the  United  States.  By  reading  the  minutes  in 
which  the  formation  of  the  Commission  was  proposed  one  can 
see  the  extent  to  which  efforts  to  close  military 
installations  were  blocked,  and  some  of  the  hurdles  the 
Commission  had  to  overcome.  [Ref.  8]  This  aspect  of  base 
closures  will  be  further  examined  in  the  next  chapter. 

H.  IMPACT  ON  MILITARY  READINESS 

The  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  held  a  hearing  on  how  the  services  were 
organized,  their  missions  and  their  base  structure.  During 
this  hearing  testimony  was  given  by  the  different  service 
representatives  as  to  how  they  had  conducted  base  closures 
and  realignments  in  the  past.  The  different  service 
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representatives  explained  the  different  service  structures 
and  the  base  structures  associated  with  them.  Each 
representative  told  of  the  different  missions  that  they  are 
responsible  for  and  of  the  current  requirements  that  have 
been  made  upon  them.  [Ref.  1]  In  his  statement  before  this 
Commission  Mr.  Stephen  Moore  spoke  of  using  strictly  a 
national  defense  criterion  for  the  closure  of  military 
installations.  He  suggested  the  primary  concern  of  the 
military  and  the  associated  base  structure  was  to  support 
the  national  defense.  He  stated  that  the  utility  of  a 
military  base  should  be  measured  purely  on  the  basis  of  its 
military  application.  He  believed  that  to  do  otherwise  was 
to  invite  pork  barrel  politics.  He  also  recommended  that, 
because  of  the  General  Services  Administration's  poor  record 
in  disposing  of  federal  property,  closed  bases  should  be 
sold  by  the  Department  of  Defense.  [Ref.  1] 

Without  a  doubt  the  chief  base  closure  criterion  used  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  the  needs  of  national  defense. 
Every  service  representative  appearing  before  the  Defense 
Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  used 
national  defense  as  its  basis  for  requesting  that  a  base 
remain  open  or  to  be  closed  in  the  DOD's  best  interest. 
They  spoke  of  "meeting  the  threat"  and  being  able  to  carry 
out  their  different  "missions."  In  his  statement  before  the 
Commission,  the  Honorable  James  McGovern,  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force,  outlined  that  "mission"  is  the  primary 
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concern  for  the  basing  criteria  of  the  Air  Force.  [Ref.  1] 
In  its  evaluation  of  the  Watertown  Arsenal,  the  Army  stated 
that  it  could  no  longer  justify  its  continued  operation 
because  the  material  it  produced  could  be  obtained  from 
private  industry  at  a  lower  cost.  Hence,  the  Watertown 
Arsenal  was  no  longer  necessary  to  the  needs  of  the  national 
defense.  [Ref.  14]  The  Army  felt  that  it  could  also 
realign  the  activities  from  Fort  Douglas  to  Fort  Carson  and 
not  affect  the  readiness  of  the  reserve  units  which  it 
serviced.  [Ref.  15]  The  Air  Force  did  the  same  thing  when 
it  closed  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base.  The  Air  Force  felt 
that,  with  the  reduced  tensions  of  the  times  and  the  scaling 
back  after  the  Vietnam  war,  Kincheloe  was  no  longer 
necessary  to  the  national  defense.  [Ref.  12]  Some  recent 
base  closures  have  been  the  consequence  of  advancing 
technology.  The  job  of  many  of  the  Defense  Early  Warning 
(DEW)  stations  was  replaced  by  just  such  advances. 

1 .  Summary 

The  major  criterion  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
uses  for  the  closure  of  a  military  installation  is  based  on 
the  needs  of  the  national  defense.  Advances  in  technology 
are  allowing  for  the  development  of  smaller  and  more 
accurate  defense  systems.  The  bulk  of  the  base  closures 
that  took  place  in  the  1960's  and  1970's  was  a  direct  effect 
of  the  end  of  the  war  in  Vietnam.  The  Department  of  Defense 
evaluated  the  capacity  of  its  base  structure  and  made 
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closures  and  realignments  on  the  basis  of  its  perceived 
needs  in  the  support  of  national  strategy. 

I.  SUMMARY  OF  LITERATURE  REVIEW 

Each  of  the  documents  examined  in  this  chapter  presents 
a  different  aspect  of  the  same  problem.  Some  are  pro-base 
closure  and  some  are  anti-base  closure.  In  this  chapter, 
however,  the  author  is  not  concerned  with  what  position 
someone  might  take  on  the  issue  of  base  closure.  What  the 
author  is  interested  in  doing  is  developing  the  criteria  for 
base  closure. 

It  is  clear  that  cost  to  the  federal  government  is  a 
major  criterion  of  base  closure.  Not  only  does  one  have  to 
consider  direct  costs  but  also  related  costs,  such  as  grants 
from  the  Commerce  or  Labor  departments  to  help  establish 
private  industry  in  the  community.  These  costs  show  up  in 
the  proposals  that  the  Department  of  Defense  submits  on 
realignments  as  well  as  closures.  These  same  costs  were 
then  evaluated  by  the  General  Accounting  Office.  The 
recommendations  of  the  President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on 
Cost  Control  and  the  subsequent  analysis  of  these 
recommendations  by  the  General  Accounting  Office/ 
Congressional  Budget  Office  show  that  the  federal  government 
has  costs  it  can  cut. 

The  need  for  these  cuts  was  echoed  by  the  different 
service  representatives  before  the  Defense  Secretary's 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure.  They  told  of 
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operating  the  bases  under  ever  tightening  budget  con¬ 
straints.  The  closure  or  realignment  of  some  military 
installations  is  made  easier  because  the  Department  of 
Defense  finds  them  unnecessary  to  the  national  defense.  In 
the  proposals  submitted  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
primary  criterion  is  the  requirements  of  the  national 
defense. 

Another  important  criterion  is  the  economic  effect  upon 
the  local  community.  This  criterion  is  closely  tied  to  the 
criterion  of  political  impact.  Politicians  rely  cn  their 
constituents  for  their  continued  political  careers.  They 
cannot  hope  to  keep  their  jobs  if  they  do  not  oppose  the 
loss  of  jobs  for  the  voters  in  their  district  or  state.  The 
same  cost  savings  that  the  government  can  realize  by  closing 
military  installations  directly  impact  the  local  community. 
The  Summary  of  Completed  Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment 
Projects;  25  years  of  civilian  Reuse  gives  100  examples  of 
base  closures.  It  gives  the  numbers  of  jobs  lost  and 
gained,  and  gives  a  list  of  the  new  industries  that  have 
been  set  up.  The  case  studies  of  Kincheloe  and  Craig  Air 
Force  Bases,  the  New  Cumberland  Repair  Depot  and  Fort 
Douglas  show  the  effect  upon  the  community  can  be  quite 
adverse.  However,  other  documents  such  as  Local  Economic 
Development  After  Military  Base  Closures  by  John  Lynch  and 
The  Community  Impact  of  Military  Installations  by  Darwin 
Daicoff  dispute  the  severity  of  the  effect.  The  publication 
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Communities  in  Transition  also  shows  that  the  communities 
can  recover. 

One  other  criterion  is  that  of  the  environmental  impact 
of  a  base  closure.  Environmental  groups  do  not  want  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  to 
be  relaxed.  The  Department  of  Defense  wants  these 
requirements  eased  so  that  it  can  close  the  bases  and  begin 
to  realize  some  savings.  DOD  states  that  clean  up  will  take 
place  after  the  bases  are  closed  and  some  savings  realized. 
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III.  ANALYSIS 


A.  COST  TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

This  portion  of  the  analysis  is  divided  into  discussions 
of  one-time  costs,  recurring  costs,  one-time  cost  savings 
and  recurring  cost  savings  to  the  Federal  Government.  It 
also  addresses  some  of  the  problems  of  estimating  these 
costs.  The  analysis  of  one-time  costs  is  further  divided 
into  one-time  costs  to  the  Department  of  Defense  and  one¬ 
time  costs  to  other  Federal  agencies. 

1.  One-Time  Costs 

One-time  costs  are  exactly  what  they  appear  to  be. 
They  are  costs  which  are  incurred  only  once  during  the 
closure  of  a  base.  They  are  divided  into  two  parts, 
a.  One-Time  DOD  Costs 

The  following  are  costs  which  are  incurred 
directly  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  closing  or 
realignment  of  an  installation: 

-  Military  and  civilian  transfer  costs. 

-  Construction  and  caretaker  costs. 

-  Contract  termination. 

-  Recruiting  and  training  new  personnel. 

-  Equipment  removal  and  reinstallation. 

-  Packing,  crating  and  unpacking. 

-  Transportation  of  equipment. 
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Some  of  the  more  obvious  one-time  costs  of  a 
base  closure  include  equipment  removal  and  reinstallation, 
packing,  crating  and  unpacking,  the  transportation  of 
equipment  and  the  transfer  of  military  and  civilian 
personnel.  There  are  no  detailed  data  available  on  the  cost 
breakdown  of  the  removal  and  reinstallation  of  equipment, 
packing,  crating  and  unpacking  or  the  transportation  of 
equipment  for  most  of  the  proposed  base  closures.  However, 
in  the  proposed  closure  of  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base,  the  Air 
Force  used  an  initial  cost  per  pound  of  $.77  for  the 
transportation  of  275,000  pounds  of  material.  The  Air  Force 
revised  this  estimate  to  $.12  per  pound  when  the  GAO 
requested  the  material  transportation  costs  on  the  basis  of 
estimated  weight  of  vehicles  and  equipment  at  the  base. 
This  revised  weight  estimate  was  14.1  million  pounds.  The 
original  Air  Force  estimates  excluded  a  majority  of  the 
equipment  and  vehicles  which  needed  to  be  transported  to 
other  locations.  Although  there  do  seem  to  be  some  cases  in 
which  the  total  weights  to  be  transferred  differ,  final 
costs  were,  for  the  most  part,  the  same  in  both  the  service 
and  the  GAO  estimates. 

Other  costs  which  must  be  considered  during  the 
closure  of  a  base  are  costs  of  base  support.  One  of  these 
costs  is  contract  termination.  The  cost  of  contract 
termination  can  be  found  by  doing  an  analysis  of  the 
termination  clauses  in  the  current  contracts  administered  by 
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the  base.  In  the  case  of  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base,  these 
contracts  included  natural  gas,  aviation  fuel,  and 
construction.  The  total  contract  termination  cost  for 
Kincheloe  was  $981,000.  Other  services  which  need  to  be 
terminated  are  such  things  as  garbage  removal,  electricity 
and  sewage  removal.  These  costs  are  closely  related  to  the 
recurring  cost  savings  of  ceasing  base  operations.  The  cost 
savings  of  ending  base  support  costs  are  initially  offset  by 
the  one-time  cost  of  terminating  these  services. 

The  costs  to  recruit  and  train  new  personnel  is 
another  area  of  disagreement  between  the  services  and  the 
GAO.  In  the  realignment  of  support  operations  for  the 
Army's  CH-47  from  New  Cumberland,  Pennsylvania  to  Corpus 
Christi,  Texas,  the  Army  estimated  that  it  would  need  233 
additional  people  at  Corpus  Christi,  while  the  GAO  estimated 
there  would  be  a  need  for  293  additional  people.  The  Army 
estimated  it  would  need  $188,200  to  recruit  and  train  these 
people,  while  GAO  estimate  was  $286,350.  This  is  a  per 
person  recruiting  and  training  cost  of  $808  for  the  Army  and 
$977  for  the  GAO. 

The  cost  of  recruitment  and  training  are 
important  aspects  of  any  base  closure  or  realignment  in 
which  some  of  the  functions  of  one  base  will  be  transferred 
to  another.  These  costs  are  directly  related  to  the 
proportion  of  the  operations  and  the  number  of  personnel 
from  the  former  base  that  are  transferred.  The  number  of 


additional  personnel  required  to  supplement  the  personnel 

transferred  will  require  some  training  and  there  will  be 

some  cost  to  find  these  people. 

One  of  the  major  portions  of  the  one-time  costs 

of  the  closure  of  an  installation  is  the  cost  of 

transferring  both  military  and  civilian  personnel.  It  does 

not  matter  if  the  military  position  is  being  terminated  or 

moved  to  another  installation.  The  government  is  still 

liable  for  the  cost  of  a  final  move.  For  terminating 

military  personnel,  this  move  is  from  their  current  location 

to  their  home  of  record  or  a  location  of  lesser  distance 

than  their  home  of  record.  The  following  are  examples  of 

costs  for  proposed  base  closures 

(1)  Military  Personnel  Transfer  Costs. 

Estimated  Estimated 

Total  Costs  Per  Person  Cost 

KINCHELOE  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
[Ref.  11] 

-  Air  Force  Estimate  $2,896,000  $1284 

-  GAO  Estimate  $2,935,000  $1296 

FORT  DOUGLAS 
[Ref.  13] 

-  Army  Estimate  $47,800  $298 

-  GAO  Estimate  $46,300  $289 


LORING  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
[Ref.  32] 

-  Air  Force  Estimate  $3,480,990  $1314 

-  GAO  Estimate  $3,665,125  $1383 
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(2)  Civilian  Personnel  Transfer 

Costs. 

Estimated 

Total  Costs 

Estimated 

Per  Person  Cost 

KINCHELOE  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
[Ref.  11] 

-  Air  Force  Estimate 

-  GAO  Estimate 

$158,000 

$387,000 

$389 

$801 

FORT  DOUGLAS 
[Ref.  13] 

-  Army  &  GAO  Estimates 

$264,800 

$2878 

LORING  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
[Ref.  32] 

-  Air  Force  &  GAO  Estimates 

$800,000 

$2105 

NEW  CUMBERLAND  ARMY  DEPOT 
[Ref.  12] 

-  Army  Estimate 

-  GAO  Estimate 

$1,003,656 

998 , 024 

$1156 

$1010 

These  estimated  per  person  costs  for  the 
transfer  of  military  and  civilian  personnel  were  based  on 
the  proposed  transfer  costs  and  the  number  of  military  and 
civilian  personnel  at  the  base.  These  six  estimates  for  the 
military  personnel  transfer  costs  have  a  weighted  average 
cost  of  $1311  per  person.  In  terms  of  percentage  of 
military  personnel  reduced  in  force,  Kincheloe  reduced  their 


command  by  51%,  Fort  Douglas  by  4%,  and  Loring  reduced  by 


49%.  These 

proposed 

closures  averaged  out 

to 

a  35% 

reduction  in 

force . 

The  weighted  average 

per 

person 

civilian  transfer  cost  is  $1126.  The  average  percent  of  the 


civilian  work  force  reduced  in  the  proposed  closure  of 
Kincheloe  and  Loring  Air  Force  bases  and  of  Fort  Douglas  was 
62%. 
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Another  aspect  of  one-time  DOD  costs  is 
that  of  caretaker  costs.  The  following  is  a  list  of  costs 
from  GAO  evaluations  of  DOD  proposals  of  base  closures: 


NUMBER 
OF  ACRES 

Fort  Douglas  119 
Kincheloe  AFB  6200 
Fort  Dix  31,110 


CARETAKER 

COSTS 

$288,733 

$5,118,000 

$1,921,333 


COST 

PER  ACRE 
$2,426.33 
$825.48 
$61.75 


The  caretaker  costs  for  these  three  bases 
and  the  acreage  for  Fort  Douglas  and  Kincheloe  AFB  came  from 
the  GAO  evaluations  of  DOD  proposals  to  close  or  realign 
these  bases.  The  information  on  the  acreage  of  Fort  Dix 
came  from  a  DOD  publication  of  all  the  military 
installations  within  the  United  States  and  its  territories. 
[Ref.  27]  These  calculations  show  a  decreasing  caretaker 
cost  per  acre  as  the  size  of  the  facility  increases.  Once 
again,  the  lack  of  detailed  data  prevented  further 
calculations,  such  as  caretaker  cost  per  building  or  the 
number  of  caretakers  per  building  or  per  acre  of  property. 
These  data  were  available  on  the  proposed  closure  of 
Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base  and  the  numbers  calculated  were  one 
caretaker  per  19.31  acres  and  one  caretaker  for  every  three 
buildings.  Another  calculation  made  using  these  data  was 
that  there  was  a  proposed  cost  of  almost  $24,000  per  year 
per  caretaker  involved. 

There  is  some  correlation  between  the 
recurring  savings  and  the  caretaker  costs  of  a  base  closure. 
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The  larger  a  military  installation,  the  larger  the  caretaker 
cost.  However,  the  larger  the  installation,  the  larger  the 
base  operations  and  the  larger  the  recurring  cost  savings 
from  its  closure. 

There  is  very  little  analysis  that  can  be 
done  on  the  one-time  costs  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 
This  is  due  to  a  lack  of  detailed  data.  The  data  that  the 
author  was  able  to  obtain  were  very  generalized  data  from 
GAO  evaluations  of  DOD  proposals  to  close  or  realign  bases, 
b.  One-Time  Costs  to  Other  Federal  Agencies 

There  are  also  one-time  costs  to  other 
government  agencies  which  are  affected  by  a  base  closure. 
These  government  agencies  include  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
Commerce  and  Health  Education  and  Welfare. 

(1)  Grants .  Another  aspect  of  the  cost  to  the 
government  that  needs  to  be  included  in  the  calculation  of 
base  closure  costs  is  that  of  economic  grants.  The  state  or 
community  can  receive  funds  from  federal  agencies  to  help  it 
recover  from  a  base  closure.  In  a  special  report  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor,  Manpower  Administration,  documented  the 
distribution  of  grants  for  manpower  retraining.  This 
document  shows  that  $18,827,400  was  distributed  to  19 
communities,  involving  some  11,264  persons.  [Ref.  16]  The 
cost  of  this  program  per  community  is  $990,915  with  a  cost 
of  over  $1,600  per  person  involved.  Fort  Smith,  Arkansas 
received  a  total  of  $2,221,400  in  loans  and  grants  from 
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three  different  federal  agencies.  When  the  Army  closed  the 
Burlington  Army  Ammunition  Plant?  Burlington  City,  New 
Jersey  received  $5.8  million  in  grants  from  the  Department 


of  Commerce. 

[Ref. 

28] 

In 

an  examination 

of  nine 

communities 

affected 

by 

base 

closures,  a 

total  of 

$26,158,400  was  distributed  in  the  form  of  loans  or  grants 
by  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Labor  and  Health  Education 
and  Welfare.1  Although  it  may  be  difficult  to  estimate  the 
cost  to  the  government  of  grants  from  federal  agencies  for 
future  base  closures,  it  must  be  considered  in  the  closure 
costs  of  a  military  installation.  [Ref.  16] 

2 .  Recurring  Costs 

The  annual  costs  of  a  base  closure  are  determined  by 
numerous  factors.  The  increased  housing  allowance  payments 
resulting  from  removing  available  quarters  from  the  DOD 
inventory  and  the  costs  of  providing  support  for  any 
remaining  personnel  are  two  examples.  The  analysis  of 
recurring  costs  is  further  divided  into  DOD  and  non-DOD 
recurring  costs. 

a.  Recurring  Costs  to  DOD 

The  costs  of  the  personnel  remaining  in  a 
geographic  region  where  a  base  closure  has  taken  place  are 
often  incurred  by  those  people  who  will  now  have  to  go  to 

1These  communities  are  Fort  Smith,  Arkansas, 
Springfield,  Massachusetts,  Rome,  New  York,  Middletown, 
Pennsylvania,  Greenville,  South  Carolina,  Greenville, 
Mississippi,  Reno,  Nevada,  Waco,  Texas,  and  Moses  Lake, 
Washington . 
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the  private  sector  for  services  which  were  provided  by  the 
base.  These  costs  include  increased  CHAMPUS  costs,  costs  of 
gas  and  lubricants  due  to  greater  distance  which  must  be 
driven  from  the  new  base,  and  military  personnel  support. 
The  increase  in  CHAMPUS  costs  comes  about  as  a  consequence 
of  closing  the  hospital  on  a  military  installation.  The 
closure  of  such  a  hospital  will  make  it  necessary  for 
retired  personnel  to  seek  medical  attention  from  the  private 
sector.  This  will  cause  an  increase  in  CHAMPUS  costs  paid 
to  these  private  sector  medical  facilities  to  cover  the 
needs  of  DOD  retirees. 

These  increased  CHAMPUS  costs  along  with 
increased  BAQ,  VHA  and  subsistence  allowances  will  occur  for 
active  duty  personnel  who  must  remain  in  the  area  after  a 
base  closure.  In  the  case  of  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base,  the 
closure  of  the  hospital  and  the  elimination  of  available 
base  housing  could  cause  an  increase  in  the  aforementioned 
costs  and  allowances  for  the  personnel  who  have  to  remain 
and  operate  the  radar  station.  These  costs  are  called 
personnel  support  costs.  For  the  closure  of  Kincheloe  Air 
Force  Base,  the  Air  Force  used  a  cost  of  $950.00  per  person 
to  determine  the  personnel  support  costs.  [Ref.  12]  These 
increased  costs  tend  to  offset  the  recurring  cost  savings  of 
shutting  down  the  operations  at  the  base.  These  recurring 
cost  savings  will  be  discussed  later. 
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The  increased  cost  in  gas  and  lubricants  is  an 
example  of  recurring  costs  associated  with  the  proposed 
closure  of  Fort  Douglas.  The  maintenance  facility  at  Fort 
Douglas  does  routine  maintenance  at  National  Guard 
installations  in  the  surrounding  area.  Shifting  this 
operation  to  Fort  Carson  will  cause  an  increase  in  the  usage 
of  gas  and  oil  due  to  the  fact  that  Fort  Carson  is  further 
away  from  these  National  Guard  installations.  The  Army 
estimated  an  increase  of  $12,000  per  year  for  additional  gas 
and  lubricants  as  a  recurring  cost  of  the  proposed 
realignment  from  Fort  Douglas  to  Fort  Carson, 
b.  Non-DOD  recurring  costs 

Another  recurring  cost,  which  is  pecular  to  the 
closure  of  an  installation  which  has  some  potential 
historical  interest,  is  that  of  maintaining  the  old  military 
installation  as  a  national  historic  site.  This  was  one  of 
the  proposed  costs  of  closing  Fort  Douglas.  The  GAO 
estimated  an  annual  cost  of  $500,000,  while  the  Department 
of  the  Interior's  cost  estimate  was  $400,000.  [Ref.  15]  It 
would  appear  that  another  recurring  cost  is  that  of 
caretaker  status.  The  readings  suggest  the  military 

services  are  responsible  for  the  initial  caretaker  costs. 
However,  after  the  initial  18  months,  the  facility  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  GSA  and  it  is  responsible  for  caretaker  costs 
if  the  property  has  not  been  sold.  [Ref.  12] 
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3. 


One-time  cost  savings,  or  cost  avoidances,  are 
strictly  a  function  of  construction  projects  that  were 
planned  but  will  be  cancelled  if  the  base  is  closed.  These 
construction  projects  must  have  the  funds  already  allocated, 
yet  construction  not  started.  The  proposal  to  close  Fort 
Dix  had  an  Army  estimated  cost  avoidance  of  $20.2  million. 
[Ref.  29]  The  Air  Force  estimated  the  cost  avoidance  for 
Kincheloe  and  Loring  Air  Force  Bases  at  $9.2  million  [Ref. 
12]  and  $26.6  million  [Ref.  27],  respectively. 

4 .  Recurring  Cost  Savings 

The  amount  of  recurring  cost  savings  is  dependent 
upon  the  size  of  the  installation.  The  more  civilian  or 
military  jobs  terminated,  the  greater  the  savings.  The  key 
to  the  realization  of  these  savings  is  the  actual  reduction 
of  end-strength  numbers.  If  the  personnel  are  transferred 
from  one  base  to  another  there  are  no  actual  savings.  In 
the  calculation  of  the  cost  of  closing  of  Loring  Air  Force 
Base,  the  GAO  used  the  wages  of  officers,  enlisted  and 
civilians.  The  costs  were  $25,024  for  officers,  $10,709  for 
enlisted  and  $17,004  for  civilians.  These  are  annual  costs 
per  person.  [Ref.  27]  The  Army  used  an  enlisted  cost  of 
$11,372  in  the  proposed  closure  of  Fort  Dix  [Ref.  29]  and 
$18,028  for  the  civilian  cost  in  the  closure  of  New 
Cumberland  Army  Depot.  [Ref.  13] 
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Other  costs  to  be  included  in  the  calculation  of 
recurring  cost  savings  include  housing  and  base  operation 
and  maintenance,  contractor  support,  and  communication.  The 
savings  in  housing  operation  cost  from  the  proposed  closure 
of  Fort  Douglas  was  $191,000,  or  $2,894  per  house.  [Ref. 
15]  Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base  had  375  houses  on  the  post  at 
the  time  of  the  closure.  The  savings  per  house  of  the 
proposed  closure  was  $3,624.  [Ref.  12]  There  were  also 
recurring  savings  of  $368,000  in  communication  fees  that  GAO 
estimated  in  the  proposed  closure  of  Kincheloe.  These 
savings  would  come  about  from  the  decreased  usage  of 
telephone  lines  and  communication  networks. 

As  discussed  in  the  section  on  recurring  costs,  the 
offsets  to  the  recurring  savings  of  base  operations  are  the 
increased  costs  of  personnel  support.  The  removal  of 
available  housing  increases  BAQ  and  VHA  costs,  and  the  loss 
of  medical  and  dental  facilities  increases  CHAMPUS  costs. 
Offsetting  the  recurring  cost  savings  of  leased  communica¬ 
tion  lines  is  the  one  time  cost  to  disconnect  this  service 
and  any  contract  termination  costs. 

5 .  Cost  Estimation 

Cost  estimation  is  a  major  issue  in  using  cost  to 
the  government  as  a  criterion  for  base  closures.  In  the  10 
October  1979  review  by  GAO  of  the  Army's  proposal  to  close 
Fort  Douglas,  there  were  numerous  instances  where  the  GAO 
and  Army  costs  did  not  agree. 
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Examples  of  these  disagreements  include  when  the  GAO 
used  the  rate/rank  of  the  actual  personnel  occupying  base 
housing  to  calculate  BAQ  savings,  while  the  Army  used  a 
standard  rate/rank  of  "lower  grade  personnel."  [Ref.  15] 
The  Army  totaled  the  square  footage  of  office  space  and 
storage  space  at  Fort  Douglas  and  used  this  to  determine  the 
cost  of  leasing  at  the  new  location.  The  Army  then  applied 
a  cost  of  $5  per  square  foot  of  storage  space.  The  GAO 
found  that  the  Army's  total  square  footage  included  the  Navy 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  which  was  to  remain  at  Fort 
Douglas.  The  GAO  also  found  that  the  Army  needed  to  apply 
a  cost  of  $2  per  square  foot  of  warehouse  storage  space  and 
$8  per  square  foot  of  storage  space  of  less  than  500  square 
feet,  leased  jointly  with  office  space.  The  Army  included 
in  their  proposed  cost  of  leasing  space  enough  parking 
spaces  for  all  personnel  to  be  transferred.  GAO  officials 
stated  that  the  government  pays  for  parking  of  government 
owned  vehicles  only,  so  it  deleted  that  cost.  [Ref.  15] 

The  GAO  review  of  the  Air  Force's  proposal  to  close 
Kincheloe  Air  Force  Base  found  similar  errors  in  cost 
estimation.  These  errors  included  a  duplication  in  savings 
of  $508,000  from  the  family  housing  operation,  as  these  were 
already  included  in  estimated  personnel  cost  savings.  The 
Air  Force  estimated  a  savings  of  100  miles  per  day  by 
closing  Kincheloe  and  removing  it  from  the  air  delivery 
route.  The  actual  savings  was  50  miles.  The  Air  Force 
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underestimated  the  communications  cost  savings  by  not  taking 
into  account  savings  from  leased  phone  lines  and  the 
transfer  of  communication  equipment  to  other  bases.  The  GAO 
included  the  loss  of  temporary  part-time  positions  as  a  cost 
savings  while  the  Air  Force  did  not.  [Ref.  12] 

These  differences  in  cost  estimation  between  the 
different  services  and  GAO  occurred  in  other  evaluations 
that  the  author  used  in  the  research  for  this  thesis.  These 
differences  can  be  seen  in  the  section  on  one-time  DOD  costs 
in  this  chapter.  The  tables  of  military  and  civilian 
personnel  transfer  costs  clearly  show  this  difference  in 
cost  estimation.  Other  areas  in  which  difference  in  cost 
estimation  occurred  were  in  the  calculation  of  recruitment 
and  training  costs  and  in  caretaker  costs.  Any  cost 
estimation  which  involves  personnel  is  one  for  which  there 
can  be  a  difference  in  total  cost.  This  occurs  in  the 
majority  of  cases  examined  by  the  author  because  the 
military  branch  and  GAO  cannot  agree  on  the  total  number  of 
personnel  involved  in  the  closure  or  realignment. 

The  following  is  a  table  of  the  proposed  cost  and 
savings  estimates  for  the  closure  or  realignment  of  five 
military  installations: 


54 


DOD  ESTIMATE 


GAO  ESTIMATE 


ONE  TIME 

ANNUAL 

ONE  TIME 

ANNUAL 

MILITARY  BASF. 

COST 

SAVINGS 

COST 

SAVINGS 

Fort  Dix 

53.31 

16.25 

72.47 

15.84 

Loring  A.F.B. 

8.70 

26.70 

8.90 

25.70 

Fort  Douglas 

2.56 

.79 

2.65 

.58 

Kincheloe  A.F.B. 

11.34 

22 . 17 

27.90 

27.95 

New  Cumberland 

Army  Depot 

5.82 

6.58 

These  estimates 

are  in  millions  of 

dollars . 

The  service 

cost  estimates  were  less  than  the  GAO  cost  estimates  in  all 
live  of  the  cases  examined.  The  service's  savings  estimates 
were  more  than  the  GAO  savings  estimates  in  three  out  of 
four  of  the  cases  examined.  The  differences  between  the 
service's  and  GAO's  estimates  of  the  cost  of  a  base  closure 
range  from  $90,000  to  $19.16  million.  The  differences, 
however,  between  three  of  the  five  estimates  were  less  than 
$800,000.  The  reason  for  the  large  difference  in  the  Air 
Force's  and  GAO's  estimates  of  the  proposed  closure  of 
Kincheloe  was  because  GAO  included  caretaker  costs  and  costs 
associated  with  unemployment  and  food  stamp  compensation  and 
the  Air  Force  did  not.  The  reason  for  the  large  difference 
in  the  estimation  of  cost  for  the  proposed  closure  of  Fort 
Dix  was  because  the  Army  included  a  one  time  cost  avoidance 
of  $20.25  million  in  construction  projects.  GAO  did  not 
include  these  costs  because  the  Army  had  not  received  final 
authorization  for  the  expenditure  of  the  funds  for  the 
projects . 
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There  were  data  available  on  the  one-time  cost 


avoidances  for  Fort  Dix,  Loring  AFB  and  Kincheloe  AFB. 
However,  in  the  case  of  Fort  Dix  and  Loring  AFB,  the  GAO  did 
not  feel  these  costs  were  warranted  because  the  funding  for 
them  had  not  be.en  approved.  These  bases  had  a  DOD  estimated 
total  one-time  cost  avoidance  of  $56.1  million.  The  GAO, 
however,  only  recognized  a  $9,043  million  one-time  cost 
avoidance  for  Kincheloe  AFB. 

6 .  Payback  Period 

The  proposed  costs  for  the  closure  of  the  different 
bases  examined  by  the  author  range  from  $73.6  million  for 
Fort  Dix  to  $2.6  million  for  Fort  Douglas.  The  payback 
period  (the  time  it  would  take  to  recover  the  one-time  cost 
of  closing  a  base)  ranged  from  over  six  years  to  less  than 
one.  The  average  time  to  recover  one-time  costs  of  a  base 
closure  for  both  the  DOD  and  GAO  was  estimated  for  four  base 
closures2  at  4.1  years.  All  of  these  payback  periods  fall 
within  the  guidelines  established  by  the  Department  of 
Defense,  which  is  seven  to  ten  years  [Ref.  27].  The 
majority  of  these  periods  also  meet  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
recommended  six  year  time  frame  for  a  payback  period  [Ref. 
1].  These  payback  periods  include  a  Department  of  Defense 
standard  interest  rate  of  10%.  [Ref.  30] 


2These  four  bases  were  Forts  Dix  and  Douglas  and 
Kincheloe  and  Loring  Air  Force  Bases. 


7 .  Summary 

As  discussed  previously  in  this  section,  there  is  a 
considerable  lack  of  detailed  data  available  on  costs  of  a 
base  closure.  The  GAO  evaluations  of  the  DOD  proposals  to 
close  or  realign  bases  provide  some  data.  These  are  only 
the  totals,  however,  they  do  not  provide  the  information  on 
how  the  totals  were  arrived  at.  There  is  more  information 
available  from  federal  agencies  other  than  the  Department  of 
Defense.  This  information  is  usually  more  detailed 
information.  However,  this  information  is  only  a  small 
portion  of  the  overall  costs  to  the  Government. 

A  critical  factor  as  far  as  costs  to  the  government 
is  concerned  is  the  problem  of  cost  estimation.  Examination 
of  the  studies  of  base  realignments  and  closures  clearly 
shows  that  the  different  services  have  difficulty  estimating 
all  the  costs  of  a  base  closure.  It  would  appear  that  they 
estimate  only  those  costs  which  directly  affect  the 
Department  of  Defense.  The  Department  of  Defense  consis¬ 
tently  underestimated  the  costs  and  over-estimated  cost 
savings . 

B.  LOCAL  ECONOMIC  IMPACT 

Perhaps  the  most  publicized  aspect  of  a  base  closure  is 
the  impact  that  it  has  on  the  local  community  and  its 
economy.  This  impact  includes,  primarily,  the  effects  upon 
unemployment  and  retail  sales.  This  section  will  include  an 
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analysis  of  how  communities  affected  by  base  closures  have 
recovered  and  grown. 


1 .  Impact  on  Unemployment 

Two  major  economic  effects  of  a  base  closure  are  the 
layoff  of  the  civilian  work  force  and  the  transfer  of  the 
military  personnel.  The  data  presented  below  on  the 
increase  in  unemployment  clearly  show  that  there  is  an 
effect  upon  the  community.  The  Summary  of  Completed 
Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects  lists  100  cases 
of  base  closure.  In  the  closure  of  these  100  bases,  a  total 
of  93,424  civilian  jobs  were  lost.  That's  an  average  of  934 
people  per  closure.  The  average  is  not  that  significant 
because  the  actual  number  of  job  losses  ranged  from  0  to 
12,300.  The  figures  from  the  Summary  of  Completed  Military 
Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects  on  new  civilian  jobs  shows 
that  there  were  138,138  new  jobs  created  to  offset  the 
93,424  lost.  This  results  in  a  ratio  of  more  than  1.48 
jobs  created  to  jobs  lost.  The  number  of  jobs  created  was 
greater  than  the  number  of  jobs  lost  in  72%  of  the  closures 
cited  in  this  publication.  In  these  closures  there  were 
116,159  jobs  created  and  39,626  lost.  This  gives  a  ratio  of 
2.93  jobs  created  to  those  lost.  The  closure  of  Brookley 
Air  Force  Base  in  Mobile,  Alabama  and  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base 
in  Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania  account  for  22,350  of  the  lost 
jobs.  This  is  almost  25%  of  the  lost  jobs  in  only  2%  of  the 
base  closures.  Removing  these  two  bases  from  the  survey 


drops  the  average  number  of  jobs  lost  to  almost  800. 
However,  in  28%  of  these  cases,  the  jobs  lost  outnumbered 
the  jobs  created.  There  was  a  loss  in  these  cases  of  53,798 
jobs  compared  to  the  21,979  jobs  created.  This  results  in  a 
ratio  of  over  2.45  jobs  lost  to  jobs  created.  [Ref.  5]  The 
following  are  some  statistics  on  the  increase  in  unemploy¬ 
ment  for  cities  where  base  closures  took  place:  [Ref.  31] 

Unemployment  Increase 

Citv/State  After  Base  Closure 


Sault  Ste.  Marie,  Michigan  10.4% 
Saltville,  Virginia  19.5% 
Selma,  Alabama  21.7% 
Houma,  Louisiana  5.4% 
Mobile,  Alabama  7.3% 
Duluth,  Minnesota  1.0% 
Orlando,  Florida  4.0% 


The  data  for  unemployment  increases  for  Sault  Ste.  Marie, 
Michigan  and  Selma,  Alabama  were  estimates.  The  Sault  Ste. 
Marie,  Michigan  estimate  came  from  the  GAO's  review  of  an 
Air  Force  proposal,  and  the  Selma,  Alabama  estimate  came 
from  a  document  on  the  closure  of  Craig  Air  Force  Base 


published  by  the  people  of  Selma  and  Dallas  counties.  The 
unemployment  increase  for  Saltville,  Virginia  came  from  the 
publication  Communities  in  Transition.  [Ref.  24]  The  data 
for  c1-  a  unemployment  increases  for  the  remainder  of  the 
cities  came  from  decreases  in  employment  reported  in  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor's  Employment  and  Earnings  for  the 
years  that  the  military  installation  in  the  affected  city 
closed.  [Ref.  31] 
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2 .  Impact  on  Retail  Sales 

Table  1  is  a  list  of  the  24  communities  mentioned  in 
the  article  by  John  Lynch  in  which  the  effect  of  a  base 
closure  on  retail  sales  was  measured.  [Ref.  16]  From  the 
data  presented  in  the  article  by  John  Lynch,  it  can  be  seen 
that  the  closure  of  a  military  installation  affected  the 
retail  sales  of  the  local  community  less  than  30  percent  of 
the  time.  Of  the  seven  communities  which  saw  a  drop  in 
retail  sales,  five  had  an  increase  in  sales  the  first  year 
after  the  closure.  Of  the  22  cities  in  which  there  were 
data  available  for  the  first  year  after  the  closure,  86% 
showed  an  increase  in  retail  sales  over  that  of  the  year 
before  closure.  This  information,  combined  with  the  report 
from  the  U.S.  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  [Ref.  19]  and  the  analysis  done  by  Darwin  Daicoff 
[Ref.  20],  suggests  that  a  major  portion  of  military  payroll 
is  spent  within  the  base  itself,  and  not  entirely  in  the 
local  community. 

3 .  Other  Economic  Effects 

There  are  other  economic  effects  which  can  be 
directly  attributed  to  the  transfer  of  military  personnel. 
Figures  concerning  the  proposed  closure  of  Craig  Air  Force 
Base  are  as  follows: 

-  The  base  personnel  raised  $35,000  in  pledges  for  the 
local  combined  federal  campaign. 

-  The  local  hospitals  estimated  20%  of  their  business  came 
from  the  base. 
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TABLE  1 


RETAIL  SALES  IN  MILLIONS 


1st  year 

2nd  year 

Year  before 

Year  of 

after 

after 

Communitv 

closure 

closure 

closure 

closure 

COMMUNITIES  WHICH 

HAD  A  DECREASE 

IN  RETAIL  SALES 

Lake  Charles,  LA 

143.9 

141.0 

149.1 

154.7 

Presque  Isle,  ME 

22.8 

19.4 

20.3 

21.3 

Salina,  KS 

90.2 

89.2 

94.3 

99.2 

Greencove  Springs 

9 

FL 

14.1 

12.8 

13.2 

14.7 

Reno,  NV 

240.0 

239.4 

238.0 

Roswell,  NM 

71.2 

70.0 

78 . 1 

Edgemont,  SD 

11.9 

10.8 

COMMUNITIES  WHICH 

HAD  AN  INCREASE  IN  RETAIL  SALES 

Mobile,  AL 

$440.0 

$458.6 

$477.2 

$482.6 

Fort  Smith,  AR 

177.9 

178.4 

186.5 

198.6 

Macon,  GA 

196.3 

220.2 

235.9 

306.3 

Decatur,  IL 

161.8 

161.8 

177.5 

195.1 

Springfield,  MA 

847.8 

860.6 

Greenville,  MS 

115.6 

132.0 

137.0 

144.4 

Lincoln,  NE 

238.3 

240.4 

255.2 

247.8 

Sidney,  NE 

22.4 

23.9 

25.2 

25.9 

Rome ,  NY 

441.2 

462.2 

490.7 

504.6 

Port  Clinton,  OH 

41.0 

44.9 

46.4 

49.0 

Toledo,  OH 

721.4 

731.4 

780.9 

836.4 

Harrisburg,  PA 

706.1 

747.6 

792.3 

York,  PA 

392 . 8 

393.5 

437.7 

467.5 

Greenville,  SC 

243.9 

250.6 

294.5 

318.9 

Harlingen,  TX 

151.0 

154 . 3 

161.9 

167.9 

Waco,  TX 

194.7 

211.7 

220.0 

248.8 

Moss  Lake,  WA 

67.9 

72 . 2 

82 . 1 

-  An  estimated 

260  homes  and  apartments 

would  be 

vacated. 

-  The  loss  of  $100,000  in  federal  impact  funds. 

-  An  average  $80,000  annual  loss  in  tuition  paid  to  the 
local  state  community  college.  [Ref.  18] 

This  is  an  additional  economic  burden  of  over  $200,000  which 

was  put  on  the  community. 
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4 .  Recovery  of  the  Local  Community 

The  100  former  bases  in  the  Summary  of  Completed 
Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects  are  now  the 
location  of  12  four-year  colleges  and  33  post-secondary 
vocational  technical  schools  or  community  colleges.  Forty- 
two  of  the  bases  are  now  Municipal  or  General  Aviation 
airports.  Seventy-five  former  bases  are  the  sites  of 
industrial  and  office  parks.  [Ref.  5]  Another  study  issued 
by  the  President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee,  titled  The 
Civilian  Use  of  Radar  Stations,  shows  that  the  number  of 
jobs  created  outnumber  the  jobs  lost  in  greater  than  50%  of 
the  closures,  while  only  14%  of  the  facilities  were 
found  to  have  no  economic  value.  [Ref.  25]  The  following 
are  examples  of  how  communities  have  recovered: 

-  Saltville,  Virginia — Five  years  after  the  closure  of  Air 
Force  Plant  #80,  unemployment  has  dropped  from  a  high  of 
25%  to  9%  and  retail  sales  are  up  64%. 

-  Benicia,  California — Ten  years  after  the  closure  of  the 
Benicia  Military  Arsenal  property  values  have  increased 
9  1/4  times.  Tax  revenues  are  up  by  more  than  700%,  the 
job  ratio  is  1.29  jobs  created  to  jobs  lost,  and  the 
building  occupancy  rate  is  at  95%. 

-  Edison,  New  Jersey--Ten  years  after  the  closure  of 
Raritan  Arsenal,  the  installation  no w  houses  Middlesex 
County  College,  which  enrolls  8000  full-time  and  10,000 
part-time  students,  and  employs  three  times  as  many 
people  as  the  arsenal  did.  [Ref.  24] 

-  Hanna  City,  Illinois — The  state  began  operations  of  a 
youth  center  almost  immediately  after  this  radar  station 
closed.  The  youth  center  employs  approximately  100 
people,  providing  many  more  jobs  than  the  Air  Force  did. 
Included  in  this  job  figure  is  most  of  the  maintenance 
staff  that  worked  for  the  Air  Force.  [Ref.  25] 
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It  often  takes  two  or  three  years  for  a  community  to 
recover  from  the  loss  of  a  military  installation.  [Ref.  5] 
However,  this  is  dependent  on  the  actions  of  the  local 
community.  Prompt  action  by  the  local  community  can  insure 
a  shorter  turnover  time  between  the  military  and  private 
industry.  [Ref.  11]  The  community  of  Mineral  Wells,  Texas 
recovered  in  just  seven  months,  and  the  community  of 
Greenville,  South  Carolina  recovered  in  just  four  months. 
In  both  cases,  the  involvement  and  quick  response  of  the 
community  leaders  was  the  cause  of  such  short  recovery 
times.  [Ref.  24] 

5 .  Growth  of  the  Local  Community 

The  same  closures  discussed  in  the  previous  section, 
also  show  a  average  annual  employment  growth  of  3.0%, 
compared  with  a  national  average  employment  growth  of  4.0% 
over  approximatly  the  same  period.  Specific  examples  of 
closures  such  as  Mineral  Wells  and  Laredo,  Texas  show  an 
average  annual  employment  growth  of  14%  and  40%  respec¬ 
tively.  These  average  employment  increases  are  for  the 
years  1973  to  1977.  During  this  same  time  the  state  of 
Texas  experienced  an  average  employment  increase  of  only 
4.5%.  [Ref.  32]  Other  examples  are  shown  in  the  table  on 
the  following  page: 
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FORMER 

MILITARY 


STATE 

BASE 

YEAR 

YEAR 

EMPLOYMENT 

EMPLOYMENT 

CITY/STATE 

CLOSED 

RECOVERED 

INCREASE 

INCREASE 

Benicia,  CA 

1964 

1974 

40% 

30% 

Edison,  NJ 

1964 

1974 

23% 

284% 

Brunswick,  GA 

1974 

1977 

5% 

2172% 

Sanford,  FL 

1968 

1977 

51% 

100% 

York,  PA 

1964 

1975 

17% 

69% 

Greenville,  SC 

1963 

1974 

61% 

433% 

Lewiston,  MT 

1971 

1975 

16% 

3600% 

The  figures  for  the  state  employment  increases  came 
from  the  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment's  Communities  in 
Transition .  [Ref.  24]  The  figures  for  the  former  military 
base  employment  increase  came  from  the  Department  of  Labor's 
Employment  and  Earnings  [Ref.  31].  The  dates  for  these  data 
were  the  dates  between  the  year  closed  and  the  year 
recovered. 

6 .  Summary 

The  effect  of  a  base  closure  upon  the  local 
community  is  undeniable.  The  increase  in  the  unemployment 
statistics  for  the  cities  and  states  listed  in  this  section 
demonstrates  this  impact.  The  closure  of  the  100  bases 
listed  in  the  Summary  of  Completed  Military  Base  Economic 
Adjustment  Projects  all  had  some  effect  on  the  local 
community.  These  bases  averaged  934  job  losses  per  closure. 
Job  losses  directly  affect  other  parts  of  the  community.  If 
workers  who  lose  their  jobs  are  transferred  or  move  to  find 
other  jobs,  the  housing  market  is  affected.  Also  affected 
is  the  retail  sales  of  the  local  merchants  and  the  local  tax 
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base.  The  transfer  of  the  military  personnel  and  their 
dependents  compounds  the  adversity  of  these  effects.  More 
houses  are  vacated,  the  local  merchants  lose  more  sales,  and 
less  sales  means  less  sales  tax  collected. 

It  is  not,  however,  impossible  for  the  community  to 
recover.  The  case  studies  in  Communities  in  Transition  show 
that  the  sooner  the  community  gets  involved  with  converting 
the  base  to  private  industry,  the  less  will  be  the  impact 
upon  the  community.  Greenville,  South  Carolina  was  on  the 
way  to  recovery  four  months  after  the  closing  of  Donaldson 
Air  Force  Base  [Ref.  24].  The  Summary  of  Completed  Military 
Base  Economic  Adjustment  Projects  shows  that  overall,  base 
closures  have  been  good  for  the  community.  A  total  of 
165,618  new  jobs  replaced  the  93,424  jobs  lost  [Ref.  5]. 
This  recovery  is  due  in  part  to  the  fact  that  the  effect  of 
a  military  installation  upon  the  local  community  is  not  as 
great  as  some  might  think.  John  Lynch's  article  clearly 
shows  that  retail  sales  were  affected  in  less  that  30%  of 
the  base  closures  [Ref.  16].  This  article  supports  Darwin 
Daicoff's  estimation  that  as  much  as  50%  of  the  military 
payroll  is  spent  on  base  [Ref.  20].  These  factors,  combined 
with  the  help  that  is  available  from  the  Office  of  Economic 
Adjustment  and  other  federal  agencies,  ease  the  impact  of  a 
base  closure  upon  the  local  community. 


C.  POLITICAL  IMPACT 

The  political  impact  of  a  base  closure  often  leads  to 
the  loss  of  a  job  for  a  congressman.  Since  there  were  no 
hard  data  to  prove  that  a  member  of  Congress  lost  his  or  her 
job  specifically  because  of  a  base  closure,  no  analysis  was 
possible.  Appendix  C  gives  a  breakdown  by  state  of  the 
number  of  military  installations  in  the  United  States. 

D.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

Testimony  before  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  by  different  environmental 
groups  shows  that  there  is  genuine  concern  about  hazardous 
waste  left  behind  after  military  installations  close.  The 
major  concern  is  the  contamination  of  drinking  water.  The 
environmental  groups  want  to  prevent  the  contamination  of 
ground  water,  aquifers  and  wells.  They  contend  that,  if  the 
hazardous  waste  is  not  cleaned  up  prior  to  the  closure,  it 
will  be  allowed  to  sit  and  the  chances  of  further 
contamination  are  increased.  None  of  the  groups  that  spoke 
before  the  commission  offered  any  data  to  support  this 
claim.  The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  as  well  as 
the  different  service  representatives,  testified  that  the 
DOD  will  clean  up  the  waste,  but  it  wants  to  close  the  bases 
first.  Once  cost  savings  are  realized,  DOD  would  agree  to 
clean  up  the  hazardous  waste.  Examination  of  all  applicable 
laws  shows  the  Department  of  Defense  is  liable  for  clean  up. 
[Ref.  26]  There  is  also  a  program  called  Superfund 
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Amendment  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA)  [Ref.  33]  that 
cleans  up  contamination  found  after  a  base  closure. 

The  author  called  three  of  the  bases  listed  in  the 
Summary  of  Completed  Military  Base  Economic  Adjustment;  25 
Years  of  Civilian  Reuse  to  find  out  if  hazardous  waste  was 
found  after  a  base  closure.  The  data  that  the  author  found 
indicated  that,  in  one  case,  hazardous  waste  was  found  and 
that  not  all  of  the  waste  had  been  cleaned  up  by  DOD. 

E.  IMPACT  ON  DEFENSE  READINESS 

The  same  lack  of  hard  data  that  limits  the  analysis  of 
the  criterion  of  cost  to  the  government  again  restricts  the 
discussion  of  national  defense  as  a  criterion.  The 
testimony  before  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  by  the  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  is  unanimous.  National  defense  is  the 
primary  concern  to  the  DOD  in  a  base  closure.  Vice  Admiral 
J.A.  Baldwin,  Director  for  Strategic  Plans  and  Policy,  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  spoke  of  the  importance  of  bases  to  the 
strategic  support  of  national  defense.  Admiral  Baldwin  was 
followed  by  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army  and  of  the  Navy,  the 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  a  host  of  other  top 
echelon  officials  from  the  different  services.  The  theme  of 
all  their  testimony  was  the  same.  The  critical  considera¬ 
tion  in  the  closure  of  a  base  is  its  part  in  the  defense  of 
the  United  States.  This  theme  was  echoed  by  Professor 
Thompson  is  his  testimony  about  privatization  of  military 


installations.  He  stated  that  the  role  the  base  plays  in 
the  support  of  national  defense  takes  consideration  of  the 
benefits  of  privatization.  The  Army  presented  support  for 
the  national  defense  in  its  proposal  to  close  the  Watertown 
arsenal.  It  stated  that,  since  the  items  produced  by  the 
arsenal  could  be  obtained  at  lesser  cost  from  the  private 
sector,  it  could  no  longer  justify  the  arsenal's  existence. 
This  same  lack  of  justification  was  the  reason  for  the 
proposed  realignment  of  New  Cumberland  Army  Depot.  The  Army 
had  excess  capacity  in  support  of  its  CH-47  helicopter 
program.  It  decided  to  reduce  unnecessary  support  and 
overhead  costs  and  saw  that  it  could  do  so,  without 
affecting  national  defense. 

F.  SUMMARY  OF  ANALYSIS 

There  is  a  considerable  lack  of  historical  data 
available  on  the  topic  of  base  closures.  There  is  a 
marginal  amount  of  data  available  on  bases  prior  to  their 
closure.  However,  data  on  the  costs  of  a  completed  base 
closure  are  almost  non-existent.  As  intuitively  obvious  or 
pleasing  as  the  aspect  of  political  impact  of  a  closure 
might  be,  it  is  almost,  if  not,  impossible  to  prove.  This 
same  problem  exists  with  respect  to  the  impact  on  national 
defense.  Information  on  national  defense  as  a  criterion 
came  from  base  closure  proposals  and  testimony  before  the 
Defense  Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure.  Hence,  the  data  for  national  defense,  as  a 
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criterion,  are  just  testimony.  The  testimony  before  the 
Defense  Secretary's  Commission  by  environment  groups 
provided  no  data  to  support  their  claims  that  DOD  will  allow 
hazardous  waste  to  remain  once  a  base  is  closed.  Data 
collected  by  the  author  show  that  in  one  case,  hazardous 
waste  was  found  after  the  base  was  closed.  The  Department 
of  Defense  contends  that  it  will  clean  up  the  waste,  but 
that  it  would  like  to  realize  some  savings  first.  It  also 
contends  that,  even  if  NEPA  is  relaxed,  there  are  other  laws 
that  will  insure  that  it  cleans  up  the  waste. 

The  greatest  amount  of  data  that  were  available  were  on 
the  impact  on  the  local  community.  Unemployment  statistics, 
growth  rates,  and  the  list  of  100  base  closures  were  very 
informative.  The  publications.  Communities  in  Transition 
and  Civilian  Reuse  of  Radar  Stations,  clearly  show  that 
communities  can  and  do  recover.  This  information  clearly 
shows  the  extent  to  which  a  closure  impacts  the  local 
community.  The  only  hard  data  on  costs  to  the  government 
came  from  costs  to  non-DOD  agencies.  These  were  data  on 
loans  and  grants  to  help  the  community  recover  from  the 
closure.  The  only  other  information  consisted  of  estimates. 
These  estimates  came  mostly  from  DOD  proposals  for  closure 
or  realignment.  GAO  reports  on  these  proposals  clearly 
illustrate  the  difficulty  in  estimating  costs  and  the  fact 
that  costs  to  other  government  agencies  should  be 
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considered,  not  just  those  impacting  the  Department  of 
Defense. 
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A.  CONCLUSIONS 


Conclusions  from  the  information  available  on  costs  to 
the  Federal  Government  as  a  criterion  for  base  closures  are 
very  limited.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  there  is  very 
little  detailed  information  available.  One  conclusion  which 
becomes  obvious  from  the  readings  is  that  the  costs  which 
the  Department  of  Defense  considers  applicable  to  the 
closure  of  a  base  are  only  a  portion  of  the  total  costs  to 
the  Federal  government.  Other  agencies  incur  costs  as  a 
consequence  of  base  closures.  It  can  also  be  concluded  that 
the  cost  to  close  military  installations  can  be  recovered  in 
the  time  limits  prescribed  by  the  Department  of  Defense.  A 
final  conclusion  which  can  be  drawn  is  that  a  major  issue  in 
the  determination  of  cost  to  the  government  is  cost 
estimation.  Elimination  of  the  disagreements  over  how  to 
estimate  costs  would  greatly  reduce  the  discrepancies 
between  DOD  and  GAO  estimates. 

Conclusions  drawn  from  the  information  available  on 
local  economic  impact  as  a  criterion  are  more  numerous  due 
to  the  more  detailed  information  available.  It  is  clear 
that  the  effect  on  retail  sales  is  not  as  great  as  one  might 
imagine.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  number  of  jobs  gained  is 
greater  than  those  lost. 
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There  are  no  conclusions  which  can  be  drawn  regarding 
the  impact  on  defense  readiness  and  the  political  impact  of 
a  base  closure.  The  information  gathered  by  the  author  on 
these  two  criteria  are  strictly  opinions  and  cannot  be 
substantiated  as  fact.  The  same  can  be  said  about  the 
information  concerning  the  environmental  impact  of  a  base 
closure.  Neither  the  Department  of  Defense  nor  the 
environmental  groups  who  testified  before  the  Defense 
Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
provided  any  information  to  support  their  claims.  The 
author  did  find  one  instance  to  support  the  claims  of  the 
environmental  groups. 

B.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

One  change  in  practice  that  would  facilitate  subsequent 
base  closure  analyses  is  to  retain  more  detailed  records  on 
future  closures  of  military  installations.  Another 
recommendation  is  to  give  more  consideration  to  Professor 
Fred  Thompson's  idea  of  the  privatization  of  military 
installations.  [Ref.  1]  If  it  comes  down  to  the  choice  of 
closing  one  base  or  another,  and  one  base  would  be  preferred 
by  the  private  sector  because  of  its  location  or  facilities, 
then  that  base  should  be  chosen.  This  choice  would  lessen 
the  effect  upon  the  local  community  by  reducing  the  time  it 
takes  to  change  over  from  a  military  to  a  private  economic 
base.  Also,  if  the  location  of  one  base  is  preferred  by 
private  interests  to  another,  that  could  increase  the  price 
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that  the  government  would  receive  for  the  property,  thus 
reducing  the  cost  of  closure.  A  final  recommendation  is 
that  there  be  more  coordination  between  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  GAO  in  the  calculation  of  the  costs  involved 
in  a  base  closure.  it  would  appear  that  many  of  the 
discrepancies  in  cost  estimation  can  be  eliminated  with 
better  sharing  of  the  sources  of  these  costs. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Summary  of  Completed  Military  Base 
Economic  Adjustment  Projects  1961-1986 

April-May  1986 


Year  of 

Crviar 

Impact 

Jobs  Lost 
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Direct 

College 
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Year  ol 

(Mmtary 

Jobs 

Jobs 

OH  Bast 

Major  Firms/ 

Vo  lech 

Land 
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Acquisition 

Transient 

On  Base 

On  Base 

Jobs  ■ 
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Use 

Codcn.  Alabama 

197! 

26 

33 

33 

Urwersitr  of  South  Alabama 

16710 

E 

Dauiifw  Wand  A>r  fwcp  Station 

19/2 

|I12» 

I  Marine  Fnwonmenial  Science 

Consottuiroi 

Mobile.  Alabama 

196569 

12.300 

3.500 

3.500 

Tekdyne  Continental  Motors 

1.00010' 

A.C  f  f 

BiOuklcy  AIB  and  Mutik  Air 

1969 

*110/0' 

Iniernaiional  Paper.  Irieinaiional 

Mu  1(1 

Mjlrfu  ’  Alta 

Systems.  Unmanly  ol  South 
Alabama.  Municipal  Airport 

PRS 

Mobile.  Alabama 

19C5 

M 

1 300 

1300 

Degussa  Alabama  Inc. 

1 

Theodore  Army  Terming 

'  1965 

“  i- 1 

Kerr  McGee  Union  Carbide 

Ideal  Bavc  Industries 

Mobile  Potni  Mlg.  Co  Kay  Fries 
Chemicals,  laylor  Wharton 

Selma.  Alabama 

197/ 

M7 

420 

429 

Beech  Aircraft.  Beech  Aero 

MHO1 

AAgCE. 

Lrartj  A.1  lo'ti  bj-.p 

19/6 

"11863* 

Spares  Services  Inc  Wymer 

SOOcTt 

Ho!  V 

Metals.  American  Uaty  Co 

AVuma  Slate  trouper  Ara-'emy. 
GfOfye  Wj.'ai  r  fom.f.aiily  CfcVge. 
Mimw,tpa!  Ah  per’ 

PUS 

Thomasville.  Alabama 

19/0 

18 

ITS 

176 

Thomasville  Adult  Ad.r-s'rrent 

H 

III..  An  Futu-  S'j!:'.*n 

19  M 

'  mo." 

Center 

Ken*.  Alaska 

197? 

63 

45? 

457 

Kenai  Native  Association  Inc. 

EfHo 

Ai»  Pj-ir  S:*:-.>n 

19/4 

’  1380 

Wfi-Cwood  Correction  Centc 

Kerviri/v  Indian  Tube. 

(tilcily  Ho^iiug  Center 

Bl-ihu*  Calilurma 

19&4 

2,321 

551Q 

5.SC 

Ei ion,  Sperry  Myl  Systems. 

Com.  to 

bt-niua  A'H-ia 

1965 

13? 

Hiiniway  Relincty  Acr  Mjidwart 

Huntwav  Rel*'*»' *  Toyota 

NiVSOnT\M'l  Md^.ia  Itir-da 

Los  Angeles.  Cakforrua 

19/4 

1306 

1350( 

720 

tos  Angeks  Um'ied  School  600'S1 

CE I 

19/5 

<750 

OistrKt  los  Angeles  ‘U'bor 

Orp.  Hotel  -  Commerce'  - 
Mdtaia  Compter.  San  Udio  - 
WBowngton  SkiC  U-ntf' 

M.O 

California* 

19/4 

- 

40 

40 

Los  Aityi-ts  County  Ftp  b 

M.P 

N.u  SdP  76 

19/4 

'  M4?) 

FVamerhc  Center 

Palmdale.  CaMornia4 

19/4 

- 

VO 

no 

Lm  Angeles  County  Fee 

E.MP 

Nike  bite  04 

~  19/6 

(1471 

Carter  b  Cortedanal 

FaC*ty 


Community 
Comic  i 

Or  Gruujt  I  hut*.  Director. 

Mar  ii  Ur  liiwronmenu'  Sconce 
Cousuitum.  PC  Boi  186 
Oau|  'un  u!anrt.  Alabama  365?8 
1205'  8613/0? 

Dan  Dufai?  Manager  MoMe 
Aerosp*r.-  Indjst'wl  Con-,..ei 
Mobile.  Alabama  3C615 
CCS  I3t  'Ji; 

Jar  Gampt  Mobile 

Alarum*  {.na»ut,,«  o* 

Ccmuifict  PC  Bo>  ?18? 

Mub.!*  A'jhama 
I2W.  i33U-1 

Hugh  Allen  £  trcuiivr 

Ir  actor.  Oa»y  fit1.'  A-tpor:  & 
Industrial  Author  -'v 

PC  Bui  U.t 
Selmj  Ad1  *mj  3C?P’ 

»?*>  in  nn 

Or  fVker  Edwards.  0*PClor 
IhomavYiBr  Ajjl-  Arfpivin.t-nt 
Ccntiv  PC  p.(„  V. 
ihomarvi  i  A  na  36784 
ix  >i’i 

WiUa  Konie.  Cnmpirotlf' 

Keru  %j'  a  A asoi  a'-on.  PQ 
Boi  I?  I.  ft-  ,  A’asU  9b;.  II 
(90/1  2fc34f> 

Oak  R  SuinqleSwi  Managing 
Pa  •«  P>  HH't| 

ltd.  Benin*  Vim  XjV; 
l/G7<  745 L VI 

0»  fbchaic  Bpimar  O^fcto* 

San  FVd'o  -  VUmin^’,./  S*  i 
Cri-V  920  «Y  V.li  Sheet 
San  fVfl'o  Ca^om.i  90/31 
<211  83!  C»* 

Deputy  Ch«t  James  HaggernnAer 
Los  Angeles  Cnjrti  Ut 
Depannieni.  PC  Boi  3009. 
lpinwxat  Anvti 

Im  Angeles.  CaMomi*  90051 
(?13l  26?  ?4«i 

Oefwty  Ch*l  Jamn  HaggenmAer 
Ins  Angeles  Countv  Up 
Department,  PL  bur  3009 
Term**:  Anrwi 
Lot  Angpipj  CaWo"vj  90051 

(71J>  76/  7481 
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Year  of 
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New  Civilian  Jobs 

Total 

New 

Deaci 

bfcp 

Coanm4*wijr  b 

rear  of 

(Mrfiiary 

Jots 

Jobs 

OH  Base 
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Vo  Itih 

Land 
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Au^uution 

transfers) 

On  Basa 

On  Base 

Jobs* 
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SUhhritS 
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Rancho  Palos  Verdes. 

m 

re 

Cay  and  School  Offices. 

f.M.P 

Cakforma0 

N*c  Sue  66 

B74 

Oty  ol  Rancho  Palos  Verdes 

San  Franc  tic  o.  CaMorma 

Hunter*  FW  Neva’  Shipyard 

B?3  re 
'  re?6 

4  660 

'(1.961- ' 

1500 

1.500 

t«ie  A  Mactane  Shop.  Inc. 

Unm*ryfy  of  Cafcforina. 

Department  ol  the  Navy 

UnJer^ater  tipiuuvr  lesimg  lab 

Iff 

Torrance  CaMwrwa 

lur'am*  Aiinc«  lunj  Beach 

Naval  Supply  Center 

1S?3 

1914 

60 

*  1  ) 

60 

- 

City  of  Te"»**ce  Pari  Fac*t*es 

P 

Vvntura  County  CaHurma 

Gi’a’d  A->  Fvu  Saw 

19/C 

i9re 

793 

"M7I6I 

1C?C 

800 

Venvj  County  Community  Ca'vji’ 
tnif'vy.iHn:  Getxge  Banmjlrr 
Coi»H*a"t  US  Navy  Qina'd  High 
Sch-i'i'  OuUit*  Cam41)  Aupoil 
Venl:*a  Co-rniy  Qtficev 

r'nkn 

Bun- 

?u»ti 

ACI 

FIV 

Cuiw  Ju  Springs  Colorado 

F'-t  A.  Fvu  Bj„i 

1971 

797660 

i 

310 

3D 

United  State>  Olympic  Committee 
Hqli  USOC  Otymyc  liaimnij 

Center  Hrji'i  Njikinj! 

Governing  Rud-rv  tm  16  Spon* 

OR 

» 

Green  Cove  Springs  Florida 

AlU'itiC  Uv  Sir 

79 V 

1564 

3.4 

4179T) 

650 

CSC 

Wsey  Hay«  KuHnm  Karr 

Mar  toe  lal'ocator*.  Son  State 

AtaiH'r  Hope  Cwguard 

FVgarns  Iei'«t**ivv* 

Gita'  u*e>  t>rtyc  b  Oocl 

1  Ho 

* 

Key  West  Florida 

Iru"  a  A:  .fi 

1973 

1986’ 

568 

‘w/:» 

30C 

300 

fun  T«yior  Stair  FVi 

F<ur<fa  Marine  fnst  ’uie 

B^at  Ridding  fa  S'.ert  Meta* 

Conrp*  :■  y  Aliwoe  County 

Mem*  MeaV.  Crriei 

W>C' 

CEF 
e*  *i.  «o 
lOi’S 

OttanJo  Florida 

An  K'v,  Ba'.r 

B74 

19:1 

396 

I2B 177 

3  049 

7  749 

Dawson  Research  Arynij  Corp. 
Imned  Parte4  Fme'y  Ait  fietghi. 
Federa'  {rptess 

Florida  Southern  Coiegt 

M^«pa>  Awport 

600'Cr 

ACE 

F  PR 

W 

Sanford  Florida 

S»<  IjJ  \*,4  A  J  Siat-ur 

1966 
"  1»9 

730 

fWC" 

1.500 

uoo 

Coba  Boats.  Dam*  Mechamcal 

Hard#  brqaiion  Sconyv 

Fivfa  Gas  liaveng  Cemer 

Muwyu'  An  port 

979TI 

Afl 

Akany  Georgia 

AJtai>»  Na»ji  A*  Station 

B74 
_  1971 

3419 

□  717) 

7.000 

7000 

Mfar  Brewery 

Rrogr*  'Vanut  Butter. 

Job  Corps 

noom 

CEF 

Ml  P 

IrwwwrcV  GeorfNl 

Glynco  Neuf  Aa  Station 

1974 

T9/6~ 

344 

niTii 

1.700 

1.200 

Mitral  law  Eider urnem  Iramng 
Center  General  flectrc 

1.360fTl  ^ 

A  [F 
Mol  M 

Ghmco  Mach*  b  leo<  Map 
Mumwmf.  Mwoppal  JUpofl 


Community 
Con  i  act 


Donald  DoWry  C*y  Mmpn 
City  o(  Kane  ho  ftiot  Nudes. 

3'.’U  Palo*  Verdes  One  ttesl. 
Raneno  F'jto*  Nudes. 

CaWjr.M  9H?7< 

(2!3j  377  UJUO 

CfcHofd  P  leGetie  General 
Manager  1>9>e  A  Machete  Shod 
Hootrn  ftw't  Sh<r>a'd 
Sa>  I  rencocu.  Cat'll*  nij  S4T?4 
1415’  5.  ?e:;? 

Gene  Bainen  Drector 
Ret  real «on  Department  &ty  of 
Toneme  XiV  linuftii  fWrvard 
l-irra'»fe  917*3 

Jamti  H  fl  Veil!  Aaport* 

Ai*  im  lii'a'.j'  Wnlu*a  Count) 

??S  D/te>  Avenue 
La'nj.’uiu  Ca'orma  93010 
'K.‘  JMM? 

Rona’d  Rowan  Genera*  Counsel 
Unite:'  Slate*  Olynw  Cmnmifiet 
176l  Lav  Oi.'J.*  i>i»r*  j 

Sf Coiorarl.  VMCf4 
t«j  63?  666' 

H  Siewart  Manager 

Clay  C>»',i*  Bon  Inc 
PC  b.n  in 

G'Cfn  Z<Xt  Springs  Florid*  3?W3 

m  tvx'i 

Sieve  MtOame*  firtut-ve 
IVetior  Kf»  iVr*t  Rcflevftopmem 

A->  >  f.J  B.n  t\ 

An  f*o«fia  33 140 
I3US’  H  5M»i 

Sifphm  D*er*o»  o» 

Proprn<j  o  tav  Orlando 
A.mK1  AufKifiti.  PL  !nj» 

6700 VA  0-;a'v!,  Flo- da  37967 
(306r  876  7W6 

JS  R*-.'  C«*eXd  0*ecto» 
Santo.!  Avpwl  AirlliOrit, 

Sa-’W  ftoda  3?77l 
(3W>  3??  n?i 

C  lamer  Oh  on.  Etrcutne 
Director  Afcam  Dumber  of 
Commerce.  PO  Bor  308 
Afcem  f.rorga  31 ?02 
IB369U0 

Gordon  Davit  V*e  President 
General  Manage*  Dynco  - 
MiBrtfe  X  tvk. 

SOO  Connote  Street 
B<un9w<v  Georgia  31570 
«i?i  768  1500 
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it#  oi 
IfllfMC! 

Civ  fen 

New  Civilian  Join 
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New 

Dirac  t 

Coflape 

Coitii'NjiMty  b 

Year  of 

IMdilary 

Jobs 

Jobs 

Off  Bom  Mayor  Firms.' 

Vo Tech 

Land 

Community 

faulaty 

AcquruliOn 

Tranilen) 

On  Base 

On  B<M 

Jobs*  Activities 
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Contact 

Oataiur  Hbnors 

1962 

1.30 

1.440 

1.440 

feestone  Tee  b  Rubber 

1 

lesfcf  T  Afen.  City  Manager. 

Art ii,  Signal  Depot 

1963 

(27) 

City  KaB.  Decal  ur  Hhruas  62575 
(7171  424  2/QU 

forest  P «b.  Hhnon 

sn 

1600 

3015 

3.015 

flegvmef  Shoppy  f.Ufl 

CF 

Marlene  Ouandi  VAIagr  Deik. 

hxru  K»ik  Njvj.  Ixjojixr  Plant 

fi;j 

16' 

US  Krttal  Serw** 

forest  Park  IllmOiS  6tHX 

Bub  Vw<l  Center 

<3121  366  7  373 

CoJumbul  Indiana 

fiffl 

3« 

670 

570 

Cummets  fng*<  Indiana  limy 

1.20CKD 

*  a. 

WendeT  Ross  Marsagei 

Bjkjlj-  An  Kxlp  Base 

w: 

(61) 

amt  hrtJm  Unmet vi,  '..umnitius 

HI 

Cohmitius '  tfkiar  Air{iorl 

t'ltcisiu'i  Hhodes  Av  fli.v  u 

CoturnUj;.  Inckana  4  7.*l!| 

Municipal  Airport 

18171  376  7519 

Tetre  Haute  Indiana 

m 

753 

BflQ 

800 

fon  Hams  Industiui  tv» 

1 

M*k  Blaoe.  Assistant  Director  of 

D»  li'i'M  NhIu^Iiu'  I'U*1' 

lit’ 

i  i 

hm  Mfl  Co 

RedeMHopnient.  Crty  Pnom 

f  f  l  lllf 

Numerical  Concern 

3TM  1e«'e  Hjjte.  Indijra  l.'K'3 

(ulred  Comr.ii> 

iB'Tl  237  A  lb 

Saiuia  Kansas 

1965 

376 

3  900 

3400 

Beech  Aircraft  Rickef  Mfrj . 

4810 

A  AgC  f 

Tim  Roge's  fipCiJ.yf  V-ce 

Si-'  j  A-  h.*.i  hjii 

>'sA 

!4  no. 

lom  s  Pu/j  lew.  Aij  A1  firctiomcj 

4  b  Si 

1  M  Ho  1 

Ptesali-n'.  Sa.uwi  A.i;iwt 

Kansas  lerlwca'  InsWr'i- 

h.s 

Ai'thoritt  Sd'ina  t^'isas  67401 

Salma  VuWi.  ter 

Company  Municipji  Aiiport 

1913  B??3«;t 

'uptkd  KanWS 

*i/3 

416 

m 

1600 

tafo  Emeiprises.  HrMlnjtn 

4DTi 

ACEH 

Jane  Davis  Coniptro"e' 

,  A .1  force  bj-,p 

fi.’L 

0  ’ J9' 

lopeka  Wane  Srtiems 

iv:jh 

Topeka  A<>  t*  ,r  »v« 

Macmillan  Publishers  National 

PC  Bob  IT52 

Gtu  '  Sta'-  ,tr*.t,?i.  Dfj-ifVtit’n' 

Iniifka  t  j  j-,  6f.f?9 

Mw.i-upat  Ai»|io»‘ 

1913  b.:  u. 

Houma  Uurtaaria 

h*V 

18 

wh 

180 

Terrebonne  Fferrsh  Vo  Tech 

RlfVS' 

ACE 

Me!  WaSocy  Airpon 

». -a  A  •  k  .  SV 

h*. 

MV 

Vocational  Rehalejtatioi  Center 

H 

Manager  Houma  b-rrpticrtnr 

Worntt.  «  <•  Center  to* 

fs-  ,»j  •  ‘ft  Rob 

Retained  Cl  itCM* 

KjI'A1  Hw-.1..|  li>.«.-ai..i  .'Jits' 

f5W-  9!J4wi 

lake  Chj/lrJ  lOu'Vana 

1963 

TV 

nor 

119C 

FiSbe*  Mlg,  !h:  Hrli-ftjMm 

4000 

f.H.f. 

Ernes'  Rmyssa'd  Cirer'3' 

In.  J/  A.'  *  ■  t 

Vx4 

'  j  iJi 

Sr**  3a  Vii*  nl  Me  I..  ,  .p  Slate 

36U>:. 

p 

C*t»  iV»  #  «3  fio.  vn 

UiHvityly  Calcasieu  Vend' 

la*f  L’lanes  U'UiSBanj  IjP' 

Vocational  1.  -  -weal  Srli  -ol 

:>  49”..  K. 

New  iLtiitf  Lau wana 

l%6 

86 

1 77C 

1770 

A/  logiSKS  Inc 

15000 

ACE 

Rod  Ussrut  Oi’fitor 

V\V  •:  j  '*4,4  A.i  v<l.y 

fitt 

i’OTSi 

Unrvriyi»  ;*  A  Louisiana 

9C-S 

Ml  V 

ibena  Artpo**  Au"-'.'  :> 

HafhnrrCk  Or*"  Ca  Carborundum. 

RS 

7*'.*a  ftie'ia  (r.,.isui  .j  705CC 

loMjnd  Bros  0ns  (•: >p  Cotji 

n;  M-.Cur  .^h  Co  "t  if  :*min 

Research  bisMut'  r.i"  A« 
transport  l«c  M  iim  ija'  Airpon 

UI8.  X5  77C? 

Bangor  Marne 

»966 

3*7 

2.4  m 

2  740 

General  Heam  An/*c 

6000 

Af  f 

(dnard  G  Me  Keen 

f.'vA  Ar  Iv.l  &UV* 

?it< 

14  5  79' 

fleet' or«cs  Hgts  Ba<  Habo» 

HolM 

Director  o'  Devi;-’pmen* 

A*ftm«-'.  LS  Air  force’ 

R.S 

Cm*  of  Bang,-.! 

Unmervty  of  Mam* 

Ramjnr  Marne  0*4C ' 

Stale  Depart  mem  of  Human 
Sewers.  MmKipai  Airport 

(».»■  947  0)4' 

Ch*  Lei  ion  Maine 

1979 

73 

51 

51 

State  of  Marne  Mevmwm 

90fTJ 

E.S 

Jeffrey  Merrill  Director 

Cl  a»*.t.>r  A'1  h/tr  Sutixi 

1*: 

(»69i 

Securty  Prison  ar»t 

0>a<Wston  Mrrvmom  Security 

banng  facAtyr 

Prison  Charleston  Mean.  W?? 
(707!  786  31/ 

Plitqua  We  M«n« 

1961 

7H 

tjoo 

ICO 

275  Akmkioo*  Shoe  Co  Indian  Head 

swe^  - 

Aft 

Larry  E  Oark 

Prt^tuf  I*1,  An  hn.c  Base 

1*? 

f  1.7591 

Plywood.  Mrfkktn  lomfcnson 

MIS 

f  ifCutne  Daectot. 

knernaoonaf  Paper  Co. 

Prespue  tile  Irduk-n'  Council 

Buriefi  I'-rts  Chppmg*  Northern 

PO  Bor  131 

Mame  Itocatonai  leefimeal  institute 

n»«»»  'lit  W769 

Mumopai  Avport 

(207i  764  4485 
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Contact 

Baltimore  Maryland 

h.fi  H0.oL.r4J 

a  73 

'  «// 

2  80S 
<1.335< 

>50? 

1507 

Hoiabird  Indus!'*!  Park 

(23  Businesses!  Universal  Foods. 

Thrashers  Furniture  Dean 

Ai.  Int.  PPG  MlCarthy  IkckS. 
McCnrmtcb  Co*!  Metal  Co. 

Jnhi.  0  tucas  FVma.g  Ca 

IP 

Bemaid  l  Berkaw'it;. 

Present.  Baltimore  Economc 
Dcvriopmen'  Cwporaiion.  Swie 
7400  X  South  Du  k  s  Sticct. 
Baltanwe  Maryland  21201 
(X!  P17  93J5 

Boston.  Massachusetts 

&0iVi  Amty  Base 

>961 

I96j 

700 

70C 

Boston  Desii^  Center 

Corona  Lidam 

Leslie  Fa,  bai  Stair 

Rind,-,  Cti'ip*  H'..ise 

Cont(. ttpo  M*.. 

HjL  Max' 

CIO 

MarKyn  Schwani  ikoyd  (Vector. 

Economic  IW*.rlnj.n*tmt  and 
Industnal  Uitp  ot  boston 

X  Ltujnry  Street.  9:’.  Huor. 
Bostu'i  Vjswchusetts  02111 
*61  ’  ’?5  3>t? 

Bos*™  Massachusetts 

fe-.t-  J1, ...■ C'ij,:ii'fA' 

19  M 

a/e 

555? 

'  -553 

HR* 

?  9S3 

Bnstin  HediM'fHwnent  Aulhon'* 

l  iiiiiltfu^'f  1 1-*  Fi'jSI’w.  f,*; 

M.S*U'C  F*.lit  JSi  ConstiiuMj*- 

Muse.  m  t-.-in tfj:  •  •  Sj* 

Mag*'  ~x  u>'""*r,rw  (Jtt  ie 

Re^ir"' j'  £<»'•  1  ■  •* 

C  4  Hi 

»  -  Vj 
Pb 

James  Enyl.s‘ 

t-ioif  ct  Cowdmatot 
Bc;’u*i  Redi'.e'OimiiH  Auttiorey 
C", 

bu  t  Vassachusefts  D??G> 
iEi! '  4 ja 

Bo«i.m>  Massachusetts 

1C'* 

180C 

19 r. 

Boston  V.vmt*  Indusi'n'  P*** 

F*  "•  J-  t  ••*•  *  leu: 

Cat:  ■»«•.*'*  Ship 

Au’  l*j'-  P*  (n^ireeNni;  Cc 
Boston  lectinica'  Crrv 

3rr’' 

l  '■ 

Manly "  Snanj  Hoy'  (Vector 

ft  1.1,1 '!:■  . . .  a"il 

ln<!.  ".j  Lu<p  n<  Bus',,  ’ 

X  Ujw  *c*  Lt«eet  9ti  !  w 

Bosto-  Vjssjc'HJse*’.  C.’ir 

16!  '•  ..'5  334; 

GM.«a  M-ij 

V4 

*:■ -9 

3* 

*4» ;  • 

ir 

IX 

fj At  ••<'*  tu'a!  Tran. 

Hayv.  ..»•  >,‘J-.*1'  Onfo-ir  >ts 

DMC  bif'y,  Inc  Fust 
l"';‘u  '  Cnnsor.urr 

Admir*',  it  ;  0«m  JtC’er  * '  Manna 

T  lii  Ho 
(II 

Robert  luongo  (Vector 

Ctin, Cm" it,  IteNfOrn.fnt 
(/t»  lu 

Dtv.*  Vasvachusets  On1/ 
bc'C.U: 

CL'v  jpee  M*vw'.hn«n 
ft.  A  ^  .  b.  .• 

t3" 

•  i6T 
*4  014' 

1?V_ 

V7£ 

Massatt'jspts  Mururpa 

Elec'r.t  Cu  Qi.jbtun 
lndus'»'ts  A  A'.fl  Indust'ies 

Nor*1  A*  J  tL  Mu.uvork 

SS  Plea.  Standaid  Mtg 

A' VO 

t .. 

AU'  Vt  Bla«  President 

Ai-Jovr  Vctiop  'ktan  De-eiopmem 
C«'P  39!’  K-I  .'.itun  A»enut 
Di'.opti  Va.sjihusr’is  DK??2 
1413  Sjj  U." 

S4jn1.yl.citf  Massachusetts 

1W 

at.- 

?W 

iW 

3  300 

3  25T 

Dg-ta!  Eq  nrtme*.'  Corp  Smi*h  & 
Yri'SSOi  >Ono  BuSmcSS  Fvrmi 
Spr*igM<;  lath  mu  Community 
C-iBegc  Spri.  '.I/  Arm,*, 

fta'ion*  ksiumu'  S*:» 

3  50f>r 

EH' 

tr 

Marc  Hanks  (Veclor  PLynnmg  & 
Hcsia'ih  Sprirvjfnt  !  C-u*.' ■  0< 
Com-v  ,e  tv.k  V.  ^  EOC 

Sp'iiy'  i :.1  Vas>atbuiet’i  OH'5 
i4'3‘  76M555 

Waiertuwn  M*s*arhusrns 

i9£? 

VjU. 

:» 

si; 

T7BDr 

1 7SC 

Arsena!  Ma*  r 
(Hebne  Systems  me 

Henra-d  Meriiia'  Sttio'  DtVrs 
b  Outpai*-*  Cenir 

CM  HO 

C" 

Michael  Matt  (trcut»ye  (Vector 
\A*tenow'i  Redot<v*pinent 

AuttKJ  .t,  319  Aii.  yto-'  St . 

WaintMc  Mj>kactiuie,,i  0?'7? 
IB’/  9:319?b 

S*oH  Sie  M*nt  Michigan 

>.•' •.  .f  A.-  K.  f  fejif 

19?’ 

a/b 

73/ 

■<30/41 

990 

99T 

365 

Kinross  Ccrrenonai  F»c«My 

0*0 h on  Fabrication  Service  Inc. 
Kinross  Mtg  Co»p  fweitpl. 
Industries  Itkps*  me  A  Man* 

Sor»  Ra'-'icj*  Noowi  Un^sa’’ 
Munx^c  A* pof 

Ar'K 

Mu' V 

r 

1 AJian  L  laubernds  President 
CNx>ew.a  Count,  {conomit 
OrvrKjpme"t  L^'p 

Kmchr'ot  M^‘..yan  49?B8 
!906'  495  Stjl 

Bauderte  Minnesota 

Ha"J*t*r  Air  ki£»  Star. o<- 

1979 

'  >96’ 

3D 

im' 

n 

70 

Haprtf  Rnre<  Oam  b 

Seed  Co 

Ho  1 

Dawd  Swenson 

FrfV  Nation*'  Rank 
baurtette  Minnesota  56627 
i:»  6341254 

D*iuth  Mmntsota 

DrcJtL  Aii  Ao*:t  B 4 it 

198? 

>984 

446 

41040* 

S9D* 

550 

CKiM>  Prison  Camp.  Lows  Bav 
Hockmg  baiKmai 

Ratowce  Research  Institute 

Ratonal  Guard  St  lows  County 

A  E  h 
IVH 

S 

Joe  Gratden  Manager. 

(XHi/lh  Aapnn  Aurh-vity 

Duluth  M*r.r*io<4  55611 
l?«  7?l?%6 
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Deecl 
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Job*  •  Activate* 

C0IC90 

V«T»<  *. 

S  lull  Ml  IJ 

Land 

Use 

Wadena  Minnesota 

Wadena  A.i  (wee  Station 

1973 

ft 

O30» 

20 

20 

84  HA  Recottry  Center 

H 

Gi  ten  vide  Mississippi 

(iittruAlt  Ait  K>  1  lij.p 

196b 

1966 

24? 

‘0048! 

3?9 

37S 

AJbed  fnterpnses 

Boev.y  Aircraft. 

Soul  1  ter  r  fasmers 

Municipal  An  port 

A.C.f.H 
Hoi  M 

Kansas  Cilf  Missouri 

Hiitsiih  Gtbju’ 

A*f  hjrff  P.J#i 

197? 

I98bf 

1500 

I24UI: 

r? 

290 

(ear  Sfe^e*  Befton 

Tool  Mjdune 

Calva'y  Bible  College 

V  nifmai  Aeport 

365/C' 

ACt 

l 

Nuts/iC  Mi'-iiigii 
f  •  .  .  *•  Ai»  hut  ( 

:  L. 

m 

«te.’b 

1200 
l  1 

?::!- 

2  345 

82C 

Tefedyne  Ur»  Boy  Oa«  Co 
Dtas./c*  In,}.  Dec <M4U*  tVne 
Mbark  Produclioe  Crowder 

Coaege  Tyson  foods*  laibot  Wire* 
Miavc.pa!  Airport 

?3»C‘ 

AE  1 

V  I'S 

Cb*>rad  MuiUjiu 

A'l  ly »  S  •»; 

19V 

Ji* 

ft] 

>?0 

3t 

36 

18 

Cascade  C  urt. 
fiifcicc.nl  'h-'1  ta1  hurt  8ot}\ 

H«u,w  Luttije* 

Tbei  WjV.  AaThnriTy 

Ar;  1 

Glasgow  Montana 

f. At*  h-.r  *ig* *• 

t9M,: 

li  ? 

3fft 

ow* 

7C 

70 

A  me*  n  an  Indian 

Xwiu.1  •'i-giniMt  Center 

Vafli*»  Industua1  °nV 

Generj  Atialiun  An  port 

A  A-- 1* 

tl.- 

Lewistuwn  Montana 

49” 

1: 

3 

3 

, 

Uv.ii:j.>r  An  rvtr  Vj*ti* 

l'j’4 

•Itj 

Hastings  Ncbia'Jia 

Ha.!1  % *’ j  Arrr.jr-Vjr  Cep-* 

T9tt 

19b' 

?4T 

'Hf 

169C 

IfV 

Hastinijs  Injiijirifs  Tl  Irrigation 
(lilo  Industry's  A-nma1  ReSfarctt 

Ct'  '«•  Hj;v  It.-k  Good 

Sama-itaf  fwti'eirmt  Cptiipt 

Len*',!;  Nebraska  lechmca*  College 
Hjst«*'j%  l*urg>  Cr-Ite* 

3000C’ 

AgCE 

MaP 

lux. oi'i.  Ncbi4->g 

l A'  >Vlt  {;jSt 

!S6t 

1%6 

396 
<6  36 

7.onr 

2000 

Goodyear  Y«re  Brunswick  Co»p 

Tn  Con  Imt  Bauer  Cand> 

Oafticb  Mtinrur.'  Muitfipa/  Aupyi 

ACFHo 

IMI'R 

S 

Omafta  Ntbraiia 

fr>l  0  1  j'  j 

19  ;s 

19  ft 

49 

ftb' 

76 

76 

Metrop,iirian  Tectuvca' 

Cunitnunij  College 

768CVC’ 

l 

S*dn«y  Netmiie 

S*cui  Am .  Depot 

196» 

"  1%.’ 

SflS 

12- 

62? 

67? 

Sebtey  WartNwsmg  Activities 

Tbwiern  Nebraska  lectirnat  Colege 
Ower  Group  Labels  Mari 

Order.  Ethanol  Rani 

30OD 

Agf 

IS 

Reno  Revadi 

Sttad  A  if  h**ce 

1966 

1969 

S» 

0 133' 

560 

660 

JC  ^nny  On  Center 

Preomon  Rol  Products.  Urwemry 

2.000/f 

A  E  Ho 

tv 

oi  Ntvsda  Desert  Research 
buirtuif  Muniop*l  A  v  port 


Community 

Ccwii^c  T 


Audrey  Sclmudi* 

EieCulrvt  Ovetlur.  Wadena 
Mufti  Cogniy  Health  Center. 
Wadena  V-ni«tiuu  S468J 
(218'  03 1  3b  10 

Wayne  CWi^q  **pon  Ovector. 

Grrcwrile  Ifl'tMiJl'O  ■*'  Aj*;«»fT. 

V-ssiiMppi  36 ’’j! 

(00’  -43(2*. 

Wayne  Seiners  Airport  Manager 

H'tluid..  f.rt.j.;*  .\.  |>ort 

Uiii-i  C*t,  hV,w>  !#4J5? 

•8  If  3??0C0i 

f»'(>  Gj'»ow 

ficci.'<.c  i.cr  Prtuttrt 
Ntrr.i  .  rUrt  tk-  !  nmctcf 
N‘  - V-i'.j.iii  Old>‘ 

Mb  V."  ' 

?<*•*'  RlfrA*  VjSlKH 
ftiv.Ya  Q.  l  .f 

Devi  ,  <•  •».,  • 

Ui’*  V.  .  n<  a  W.1 

i<a{  ?»p  v,y 

Ruben  C  C^rk  Manager 

.V'Jui.’V  P4‘i  ft  flci 

tt'S  r’.iii|OA  *.*.>>•’ a  .a  V;?3’ 

140b  l..«  j.Ut. 

W  ■>:•«■*  Spcg 

K'*mr  Cn,in>  Artornr, 

Iffl-j1"#1'  V  !.■  !.«.va  i  -t*? 
bJfc : 

Off  HauSlC' 

Chamlt'  c*  Comme'Ct 
PI*  '  K3< 

Kii-  ,  VrtoiSU  CMC’ 

'4J,  it.'  4’v.. 


Wayne  AryJenon.  Eiecutrv* 
D>'fC’>  Imutr  Airport  Authority 

P0  b.M 

Imcti."  d  kj  E8SC> 

(4T?  4jb  ,VV 

O'  Mi'an  Dady  Vicp  Preside*!'. 

*J.  VVi.;j  r;»nin'un>ty 

•i'I'ji  K.  be*  a1.  - 

Omaha  Wj-.ia  bp'  ' 

(407'  449  8401' 

C*r»  fY’a»v>n, 

Chambr<  ol  Commerce 

Sidney  Nebraska  69(6? 

1306'  7S4  «5! 

Robert  fspenve  Associate 
tVtcioi  Ol  Airport!  (Ailhot 
County  Atfptrr  Author  ilt  KJ  Bo> 
12450  Reno  Nevada  89510 
IWi  78S  ?S7S 
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Yoor  si 

Oviban 

New  Canton  Jobs 

Imped 

Jobs  lost 

\0Ui 

New 

Deed 

Cofiege 

Community  b 

Yoor  el 

(Mirtery 

Jobs 

Jobs 

Off  Bom 

Major  Firms/  Vofvtli  Lend 

kAI| 

Acquisition 

Irwdenl 

On  Bose 

On  Bose 

Jobs* 

Activities  Students  Use 

M«nch#siet  hew  Hempshoe 

m 

136 

4MC 

3  700 

Senders  Associates.  Ottognn 

AC  1. 

Gretnei  Lt  N>i{f  Base 

Bb6  7S 

Oto 

bArttnev  Summit  Paueymg 

Aimtec  ’idusiiies  National  Gypsum 

Cnttpt  b  Co.  Compulrrvisjon. 

Mutuopa/  Am  port 

OR 

BurW^tun  New  Jersey 

W73 

5M 

40T 

400 

ftjpfeiar  Resource  Eoutty 

0l 

BiiiluujtL  A:m, 

8  V 

‘  iW. 

Oevflojiers  Mother  k.tihens  Inc 

A- . .  fb,  r 

A;.t  »S«it-huuSi(ig  Jotff  builuMjti’ns 
Economic  Drvft  pme»'i  Co«p 

(dium  New  Jersey 

1963 

390C 

3  80C 

Irwn^sion  Cohere  Campus  ol  39ff>Di  C  E.F 

U»<  . 

I96S 

Rut';***.  U»iivervty.  Aaoe>  K'jOS  iO 

ALm.mrfii  ftrvhn  Amt'.car  Con  46  •  1 

Span!  If"  ]nys 

Ju.  i  (>ipv  V  ihtirsn  Co.mty 

Vuleih  f.'r.V  Inj'  jnk*  C  i 
ftisu;  SeivKi-  Mji  Sotting  Centp. 

Edison  New  Jersey 

19W 

?6t 

13  iff 

'3100 

RCA  Amwican  Hospna!  Supp’r  4O08: 

C  CM 

»W  V  A'yl  J 

1964 K 

(6 

RH  Mjr>  S..«ir.  «f  GuO'*'  '■ 

Not'i  ..SA  Ocjft  Contv'r'  tv  Car. 

United  Harr r!  Service  l*oyJ 
(•rit'oni'.s  GfaH  ;rq-»n»  MtcVlf 
let--  A*\ch  Co  U.-'-  uJa  a»'d 

Mo..  ‘e>  Inns  A*  sf» 

Co.."*.  Commum'i  CoPegr 

1 J  • 

lumberiun  New  Jersey 6 

19 ’4 

94 

79 

V 

Ln.'ifrrpr  Tnwnsh.p  Murvopa' 

EM 

iJH-ces  Mitn. .  Sm.oo-'  fo< 
lfj‘  ■'■)  i'.sj!.  *••: 

Ruvwtf!  New  Mei>co 

iy 

3f9 

7  77C 

7  77C 

T-ji.;porta*n»  M'(j  Co*B 

j  «oor* 

ACE 

Aj»  •’  '  <  6j  < 

1* ' 

<4 1>*.' 

CCS  Mi-f-j'  Ter-pf 
Eai'prr  f,rw  Mt».  •  U»>..rr',  t. 

►•t  1 

Newburgh  New  Yurk 

«9 

inn 

STS 

Am  Ertvpss  |njp»net ionj‘ 

A  l 

V-...  *  A  -  .»  r.j.r 

ft’ 

■;  ;oc 

Jn.i  ,  An  Eip^r.t  US13A 

Annuo-'  (.ente*  Sew  Vk 

Dept  o'  hv  'f. .'tatior1 

Air  Nl'iOrta  i'iua>d 

Gew a’  Awatn>'  Alport 

PC 

N>w  York  Oty  New  York 

1979 

366 

300* 

3D r 

Arne*  if  an  Museum  o' 

Cf  H- 

A  '",  K;t  -j  (  pi  te 

•97? 

'  <64 

Ihe  M>iv>p  ImaQr' 

Muln.v  A.h1ikj  Stj^.os 

New  York  C.ty  New  York 

6«Orfk!?''  Al^,  IffTlral 

1976 

198' 

336 

1S4* 

\.np 

t.TM 

PtWting  Can  Ip*  * 

New  Vk  Hw  Co*  Co 

SAMCn  Inc 

1 

New  York  Dty.  New  York 

St  AJbani  Nava'  Mospno* 

1974 
“  1974 

3ft 

15171 

716 

76 

INtfrom  Adnwejtratw*  Mosoiioi 

Naval  Moip.t*  fVk 

HP 

Community 

Contact 


Jane  HUft  Buunejj  Development 
Rcptevniaunt;  Greater 
WjucheiV  Uevt-iopmetTf  Corp. 
MS  {hn  Street.  Manchester 
Niv.  Hampsfwe  03HJ1 
f£}'  674  6Sft 

Mayor  Mention  Cm  trio 
City  '0 

Bmknyon  New  Jersey  08016 
it£9(  jte  0?UJ 

John  A  Delesandra  Busmess 
Adnuniiiun>i  CiV.on  Iow>n$h<ji 
-  M»**tipa!  fa  .-d  Ednoo 

New  Jem  VtV 

CU  76/lbOD 


EVie?  Cook  Managing  Principal 

Su-'-^m*  A‘.i(Hm'r_  liiC. 

Kj’iUi.  fv-j  il.  Karitau  Center 
E.i  .or  Niv.  Jnv>  0881? 


Pat’tia  GokJr  Oek 

Ilf  :-r-\ry~  Vw*is'i.p 
a  b»i 

Lu lor  Sm  >nn  060*£ 

**#•.  ?l:  3:r 

Ranh  Mtln'it  Present 
hjMrt'  C'^nibei  ot  Commerce 
H3  bo.  70 

R;Am  W  Mpi.cc  K^l 

Warn 

fk'patmi «’  u<  T;anipo^|ton 
SlrAjr  lntp*r»el,orj‘  -n 
p-'  bo.  6VJL 

\rwt*gf  New  Ibrk  1?$5fl 
<*K  «•:  ?¥k- 

N»no  GraVn 
Aswan?  :o  ?t«  Prewvn! 

Vu.rjffl  o*  the  Mow 
X;'  3Vn  Sheet 
Austria  r,  *  Vi  1M06 

(718  M4>:0 

Kf»'  UmQ.  Stmor  Development 
Mana,**  New.  V»  Crti 
f\i*i  Development  Co»JX, 

«1  ft*«n  Sheet 

Npw  Vi  Cut  New  tfcuk  HO# 

t.’i:  it^iouc 

Solomon  Goodrich 
Eiecwtwe  EVrnoi  Southern 
Gwtent  Pork  Allocator  Inc. 
119th  Avenue  b  Metnck  BiwJ 
J»m*u  hew  Vk  1MX 
(7«:  SAH30 
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Ye*  of 

induct 

Year  o< 
Acqumiton 

Dvikan 

Jobs  Lost 

(Mdiiary 

Transfers) 

N«w  Civdon  Jobs 

Cwnmumiy  b 
facility 

Tout 

Jobs 

On  Bom 

New 

Jobs 

On  Base 

Direct 

OK  B<m 

Jobs* 

Major  firms) 

Activities 

Colege 

Vo  lush 
Students 

land 

Use 

Community 

Cun  tact 

Schnadady  N(w  Yotk 

SUmrilady  Army  Depot 

m 

«6i 

464 

"  115/ 

600 

600 

General  (leant 

Reirten  Inc. 

Stale  of  New  York 

1.0 

S 

Gram  Thonipson.  Senior  Vice 
Ptestdeni.  Northeasiem  Industrial 
Park  Inc.  PO  Boi  96.  Gu*k«U4 
fmier  New  York  12065 
(SUti  6615555 

Voorhesmie  New  York 

VuorhcSViQe  bceia'  Depot 

1966 

196? 

1000 

2.303 

2.300 

Scon  Pape* 

Pincio*  b  Gamble 

Cryslei  Cat  Distribution 

Ay*  ay  feeds 

State  o!  New  Yo»1 

CIS 

Grant  Thompson  Senio*  Vice 
Pre^ufrn'  hurt  heavier:'  l;nliislru! 
Park  Inc  K)  Hui  *  GundciUnJ 
Center.  N<v>  York  1.^85 

1518'  861  5555 

W^tenown  New  Yotk 

Wj.'tirwi  At*  force  Slabon 

1919 

196  < 

24 

nw" 

382 

382 

Wat  mown  Correction 
facility 

s 

Edward  F  Reynolds 

Suu<*»  intended 

Watertown  Correction  Ficdrty 

V.  v.  i’  New  Turk  Ijtfil 

(3.i  /b.  -'4* 

Wilmington  North  CmoJuu 

A  lun  hit  Ihj.ijVu'I 

New  Hd'  j.»  •  •*’*  Atr^.-,? 

19/6 

19/6 

4 

/se¬ 

46’ 

5* 

Piedmont  Airlines 

C:.ilt  Auj  yt«r.a  tndusVif! 

Air  Wi.inifiijtpii  Int.  Art 

Njtionj'  Guard  Count*  Airpcr 

ACi  R 

Rudolph  C  Shaui-'W  >. 

A.r pjr  V.irig  :j(‘t  N,*w  Hanover 

Cou-I.  Fbn/tp  1  Bj«  4? 

Aitnirw;'  ••  Nu'th  Can .  n*  rS-AjS 
<5b  JU7i 

BcKdorldtne  Ohio 

biit»  i  An  Mace  Station 

19C° 

b'O 

if 

«1Jb 

12T 

170 

OhiO  Hi  ftwt  Joint 

Vocational  School 

?000tc-a 

V1!  !S 

f 

D’  John  Kilchpnn.jn 

Super  u'«tt-r..Ji  I'.’Mfon! 

Jjin!  V..j':C.iij  1  Mr?. 

He. lIo'i'.ji  ■»-.  l)hic  43j'l 
<513  5!fj  a  nr 

Columbus  Ohio 

A.-  K'£f  Bast 

b/e 

1*1 

3BC 

r  «n> 

925 

925 

Flying  Tigers  An  Freight 

Wciine*  Elecinc  lock  heed 

An  National  Gi.'j'd 

A/m,  Reserve. 

AvutiOP  A.rpo’ 

AC!. 

MR 

Emc  WaW'on  fiecui'vp  Duecio/ 
RiCkenLdCkfi  Pjrr  AirthT  t, 

G  High  St'vr-- 
Cniunbiis  OtHC  4  3? ’5 
•  :  4£l!C4$ 

fV<n  Cl"’for  Dh»o 

r.  a  ”  .  *m  ’■ 

1*6 

1*’ 

1 885 

'35 

1  DOC 

1000 

U'nRo.a'  AIM  f^ckagmg 

A<es  Int  USC0  Ost  Services 

1'  i  Scjndoia.  Dak  Haitior 

W  b  Die  Superior  M'-: 

1 

Jel*  Crosln  Manage* 

E'«,  Indi.s'ria:  Pars 

P^/t  .  :U-  Ot'/n  4J452 
'415  »JS4C5‘ 

Toledo  0(mo 

h  .  ■  ■  t,.  * 

1963 

1*5 

1651 

390C 

3  TOC 

Toledo  Mold  Temo  Glass 

InlrrratiOf.i  b- 1  1.0 

Jones  Hrwr  Cn»p 

Mnljr  J  Ooa 'is  Jnmm  CoKeije 
FVi’Ie  County  Vutat>0(ia<  Slt.  Ki' 

4  5WC' 

1 4U>i? 

f.1 

Susan  mi.i5  Presrtler-: 

A%wrt*  U.I  51’ 

Y.-  i-iSc  0h.i  4>>5? 

■4  3  ttb  3?2? 

WJmmgtnn  Ohio 

.  ..  •»  A,*  fo*ce  Base 

19M 

19/3 

61? 

166 

?  000 

7nnc 

125 

Feme  Washington  lot.  An  borne 
l  spies-.  f'n;  >.  ,ch  Corp. 

UNlSflS  till  IrucVs  lot 
Internationa1  Pkfte'*  Uo»et  Oaks 

Vi*  j'wri#  School  Geona1  A»wt-0" 
Asip  H«t*-;r  hade  2on« 

5000 

BOOTS' 

Af  - 
0 

Rnt.prt  Oknger 

Eti.u. Ik'rC'Or 

Cu”n:i- it  impiiivtmpnt  Co»p. 
25.-'  bun  Ruu'.t  134  North 
W-nv  •  v  CJ.u  451?/ 

m  3t.  .  335 

Btnn  Flat  Ofctahcma 

U**  *on  Sinrtmar  A*  fmcy  B«f 

19C9H> 

'  19  JO 

311 

n«tt 

400 

400 

Wagner  Elecir*  [ko  Metal 

Products  Hafeburtoo  Services 
Jametwle  hak/cH,  Western 
Oklahoma  VkxatwraMechrwcal 

Center  Muthcetal  Aapon 

45&0 

AAgC 

E.IM 

Jko  Rfne'  CNef  E readme 

OHicer.  Midwestern  Ok  Whom  a 
{'^vtopment  Authority.  PO  Bor 
545  B-rrs  fU;  Oviahoma  13624 
I4CV  '*2  3111 

Can/aHn  Oregon 

Ait*'  An  h»»if  5iai*>n 

1969 

‘  *.’J 

m 

'  «*“ 

130 

05 

Oregon  Sooth  Writ  Wathmqton 
laborers  Vavtng  Irust. 

Oregon  Fnh  b  WadWe  Senate. 
Santiam  Fkgh  School 

Aden  VAage  Housing 

1500 

4VT) 

Cf 

MoS 

Oonak  Dwwi.  IVedor  of 
lij  -m  g  0'egon  South  West 
Washington  Laborers  1t«ming 

Trust.  Route  5  8o»  325A, 

CotvaNs  Dregor  9?3X 

ftOJi  7455513 
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Community  b 

Facility 

Year  ol 
Impact 

Yew  ot 
Acquisition 

Civilian 

J-itlS  llttl 

(Military 

Tran  slen) 

New  Civilian  Jobs  _ 

Total  New 

Juls  Jobs 

On  Base  On  Base 

Direct 

Off  Base 
Jobs* 

Major  Firms! 

Activities 

CoAege 

Vo  Tech 
Students 

Land 

Use 

Community 

Contact 

Mwtiiburg,  Pennsylvania 

Unnoted  A  Hi  and  Middle)  own  An 

Material  Area 

1965  00 

1968 

10.050 

“(1.250* 

4.060 

3  600 

Fruehaul  fonnsylvama  Stale 

University  Capitol  Campus. 

Municipal  Airport. 

National  Guard 

7  640 'Cl 

A  {  Hy.t. 
Pli.o 

Matthew  M  Oouglat.  Executive 
Vice  President  Harx-Jmi'j  Area 
Chambe'  ol  Commeice 

114  Walnut  Street 

Harrisburg  fowisylvanta  17101 
(717i  2324121 

Lancaster.  Pennsylvania 

Marietta  Air  force  Slalxir 

196? 

1908 

75P 

”  (-1 

636 

636 

Armstrung  World  Co 

1 

David  W  Lauhack.  Director  of 

Real  Estate  Armstrong  World  Co. 
Lancaster.  ftmnsvlvania  I7U13 
(7171  39r  Oti’l 

Ptuladelpfoa.  Pannsytvama 

Franfurd  Arseiu: 

19?? 

'  1983 

3  400 

1171 

600 

600 

Fluiadelplua  Biologies 

Abbey  Automotive 

Sharon  foods 

C.I.P 

Mark  Hankm  President 

Hj'iku  Mj'ij'jrn'i'nt  Co. 

KJ  Boi  ?b/S? 

ftkms  folk  R-nnjytvania  19117 

l?'5l  C.M \M. 

PlioemiviUe  Pennsylvania 

Vjl  li  m.  ,c  Ami  ,  Ifov,  *  »• 

197374 

19?£ 

845 
“  1546' 

14? 

94 

VaKey  forge  Christian  College 

U»r<T  Stfmof  aru‘  Park  At  turtles 

506' C1 

70S 

E 

Uo'othv  fonoc.  Eiccutive  Director. 

kdiivy  l"i  jv  Use  Study 

Ccimmillrr  IY)  Eini  ?9. 

iWuii «.  I'vn.  Vf'vama  1946? 
12151  9333071’ 

York  Pennsylvania 

tun  F.j.j  u- !'  a  .;t  Plan: 

1964 

1564 

1 39? 

"  IT 

1160 

1160 

Har’ev  Oavidson 

Motui  C'  npjn»  Inc 

1 

Frank  Castor 

Director  <■’  IVrtonnel 

H.iil'y  *:j.it!iO<i  Mutor  Co  Inc. 

Y"l  fon"sV*ania  17401 
(71?  84t«i;? 

AguadilU  Puerto  Rico 

foi  r«  A  fo<_,  B--i 

1973 

709 
(3  801 

1.2C? 

210 

1.443 

American  Hest'da1  SuppS 

University  ol  Puerto  fUo 

Job  Cf*ps  US  Cons'  r-iard. 

Dujitd  Equipment*  Avon 

Products*  Hew'n  Packard* 

Mu'scip.’  A» port 

mnftc 

AE? 

H.Ho.l 

MR.S 

Dr  lenn.v;*  Shjpuc  Dirrr*n» 
Service  in  tu*trws  Specidi  Project* 
Puerto  Rise  Etr-nomi: 

Oevelopnu-.il  AuiVrtty 

355  Ruosevett  Avei.je 

Kd«  fiey.  Puerto  Rtcu  00918 
t809i  753  6855 

Vieques  Puerto  Rico 

19’9 

7C 

* 

3G6 

Espemaa  Resort* 

Agl 

Uns  Herrero.  Eiecut  ve  Doctor. 

ij  .-j  158C  (133  Oj'.'.f  Corp.*  Vieques  V<eoues  Economic  Development 

(>>aptuu’  SckjIK  Co*p.  Bci 

Greenhouse*  Sparatec  Inc'  Vieques  Puerto  R<co  00765 

1B091 

Newport  Rhode  Island  1974  _  464  90C  900  1.558  Derecktor  Shgtva'r?  Bend  Inc .  IP  louts  A  l&utno  Eiecuinre 

Ni'.v,  •  \w  bust  15  70  11?  069'  Hughes  Aricr*t'*  Cnrp. '  Director  Hi, ode  Island  Department 

S«COn*  Mc'.augb'..  Kwe.'vt**  n*  {rononvt  Dewliipment 

Raytheon*  »*■/  Service-  Cr.'  Ciiumt  B.n'dmg 

7  Jackson  Walkway 
Providence  Hi  0?9li? 

1*01.  27?  *601 


North  Kuigsiown  Rhode  Island 

Duon**:  fo»i’t  Nava  Ait  Std'iuu 

19’4 

19/8  80 

4  500 

15  211) 

7,000 

7.000 

Electric  Boa)  Co, 

Newport  OHshore. 

A  men  lech  forp 

Cowa  Plastics  IMS  Inc. 

General  Avwhon  A*  port 

A.C.F 

l.f’H 

S 

Alfred  SamarueAo.  Associate 
Dvector  Pi  utility  Management 
and  Development 

Rhode  Island  fort  Authority. 

7  Bdvcr  Avenue  North 
Kingstown  Rfiode  Island  02852 
1401'  2? 7  3134 

CreenmRe  South  Caro)  na 

Dor-akfwn  ktt  font  Base 

1963 

1964 

672 

(4IOOi 

3500 

3.500 

2.360  Woohworth  Distribution  Center,  SOOtD 

Uraon  Cartade.  3M  Company 

Norwich  niarmacai.  INchehr* 

Donaldson  Area  Vocation  f 

Education  Center.  General  Aviation 

A.E.I. 

P 

Charles  L  Sander* 

General  Manager 

Donaldson  Center 

Greenville  South  Carolina  29605 
1803)  277  3152 

A* port  Lockheed  Aero  Center 
General  Etecioc 
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Yaw  ol 
Impact 

Year  of 
Acquisition 

Civilian 

Jobs  lest 

(Military 

Transfers) 

Now  Civilian  Jobs 

Community  b 

Facility 

Total 

Jobs 

On  Base 

New 

Jobs 

On  Base 

Dead 

OH  Basa 
Jobs  * 

Major  Firms/ 

Activities 

CrAepe 

Vo Tech 
Students 

land 

Use 

Community 

Contact 

Eilgemont.  South  Dakota 

Black  Kali  Aim*  Dtp oi 

1967 

196* 

512 

<121 

8" 

8 

Hog  Raising 

Ag.Ho 

Matthew  Brown, 
former  Mayor.  Box  179. 
tdgemom,  South  Dakota  57735 
(665)  66?  7720 

Smyrna  Tennessee 

Sevwi  Ah  hwee  Base 

19G9 

‘19/1 

170 

"14,0601 

2.418 

2.418 

Cumberland  Mfg.  Square  0  Ca. 
Better  BwH  Ahimnuni. 

Comprehensive  heUbrlitetion 

Center.  Municipal  Airport 

mo 

A.E. 

HI 

M 

Oay  Franklm. 

Sn>Tf  -j  Airport  Authority. 

Smyrna.  Tennessee  j '  ‘-6  7 
(615)  453  2651 

Amanko  Tens 

Amarillo  Ah  Force  Base 

1966 

1969' 

1511 

-6.660) 

1.030 

103C 

Bed  Helicopter,  Levi  Strauss, 
la  set)  Engmetrmy.  Century 

Aecrah,  Texas  S' tie 

Technical  Institute. 

Municipal  Airport 

1.20X0 

A.Ag.C. 

E.l 

B*C  Wi'son  Airport  Manger. 
Amen.",  Inttrnjt'onal  Airport 

B6J’  Au  purl  Blvil . 

AmjrAo.  Texas  79111 

8M.i  336 1671 

B>g  Spring  Texas 

Webb  Am  Kiice  Base 

1977 

19?B 

909 

(2,204) 

496 

450 

Fraser  Industries  A£rM  Electric, 
fiber  Flei  Bureau  ol  Prisons. 
HalUxmon  Training  Facility.  Western 
Container  Souttiwest  College 
lor  the  Deal  Municipal  Awpon 

1500 

740-1' 

A.E.H. 

1 

Harold  Boyd.  Manage* 

Bmj  Spi'-  ;  Airport  fa  InduSIna! 
IV.  tt;  Box  391. 

Big  Spring  Texas  79720 
(9)5)  263)368 

Harlingen  Texas 

Hdiliiiijir  An  ft,n.e  Base 

196? 

I9G3  64 

720 
i3 100) 

1006 

100C 

Levi  Strauss  Texas  Steel 

Marine  Military  Academy 

Texas  State  Technical  Institute, 
forileUttatt  Am  Foret 

Municipal  Airport 

2D0OC 

5BlKSt 

A.C. 

E.F 

I.M 

Dend  ACei.  htvder,' 

Ctiamber  of  Commerce. 

PO  Box  189. 

Hjrlingen  Texas  78550 
(Sir  4/3  S44L 

Laredo.  Texas 

UreJu  Air  Kirce  Base 

«13 

1976 

700 

"(1.398! 

1615 

1.100 

Sanchee/  O'Brien  Co. 

W'-bb  Coon',  k  Mart 

Tracor  Radeon  Municipal  Airport. 
Laredo  City  Ofkes 

AC.F 

Ho  10. 

PS 

Jose  Stores.  Assistant  Ah  port 
0<rectiH.  Laredo  In!  ft  national 

A'  port  Ured-.'  Texas  7b041 
(512  722  4333 

Mineral  Wells.  Texas 

hut  Writ's 

1971 

19/6  77 

1.215 
'  i6S?' 

1300 

1.300 

TRW'.  Flo  Drill  Western  Co. 

HRV  industries  Nl  Industries. 

Dews  Co  fk-n,  fqutpmenl. 
Weatherford  College, 

Genera*  Aviation  Airport 

mo 

ACE 

Hu1 

Sam  Phe.  s  Oty  Manager 

P0  Bo.  339. 

Mineral  WtJs.  Texas  76607 
(8)/.  325  78c* 

San  Marcos  Texas 

Camp  Gary 

1963 

'1966 

30 

Hi 

720 

720 

Gary  Job  Corps  Center 

Municipal  Airport 

2.20XT1 

A.E 

Albei  Pfcrltms.  Director 

Job  Corps  Center.  Box  96’, 

Sun  Mjicus.  Texas  78CC0 
•5!*'i  *6  6561 

Slier  mar  Dennison,  Texas 

Kmm  Ai'  Force  Base 

1971 

1972' 

GOO 

(WAJ.' 

495 

450 

Texas  Instruments.  Teledyne 
Coniiisental  Hitchcock 

Industries.  Cessna  Ant..** 

GraysO"  Cou'*.  Un-rye. 

Mumcrpa'  Airport 

mo 

A.E.H 

IMS 

Ooyle  Oobbms.  Genera1  Manage* 
Grayson  County  Ah  port 

51U)  Axport  Drive 

Oenmsor..  Texas  75020 
l?>4  7oC?9b4 

Sweetwater  Texas 

Sweeiwaie'  A r*  force  Station 

1971 

1971' 

25 

(W 

130 

IX 

Texas  State 

Technrca!  Institute 

600(0 

E 

l>  Donah?  May  Dean, 
lnstruct«H^'  Siud-es. 

Texas  Slaty  lrrlmut  Institute 
Sweetwater  Texas  79556 
(9)5)  235  5441 

Waco.  Texas 

James  Connelly  Ah  Force  Base 

1966 

1966' 

933 

(2980) 

1.500 

1.500 

Ehmore  Am**  Space 

Stonccv  Me. 

Electro  Space  Texas  State 

Tachncal  institute 

Genra!  Awatior  Airport 

4.475(0 

A.E  1 
o.s 

MortCi  FeuAenberry 

Du  eci  o»  o)  PuWk  Information, 
Texas  Slate  lechmcal  Institut* 
Waco  Teus  76703 

1817)  799  31,11 

Moses  Lake.  Washington 

Larsen  An  hurt  Base 

m 

3i 

0947) 

125 

125 

Northwest  Aahnei 

J*an  Aefcnes. 

1.700IO* 

AAqC. 

LFHq 

Qawd  Barky.  Manager. 

Ftn  of  Moses  lake 

Boemg.  Sundstrand. 

Bq  Band  Common*  y  Cofcgt 
Muowpal  A*  port 


Grant  County  A* port. 

Mows  Lake  Washmgton  98837 
6091  782535  1 


02 


Van  of 
Impact 

Year  ol 
AcquttfUon 

Civfcan 

Naw  Crvtfan  Jobs 

Community  b 

boitty 

JOC*  LAS! 

(Military 
Iran  liars) 

total 

Jobs 

On  Bast 

Hr* 

Jobs 

On  Base 

Dirtct 

CM  Base 
Jobs* 

Major  Firms.' 

Activities 

Cobgt 

VoTach 

Students 

land 

Use 

Community 

Contact 

Madison.  Wisconsin 

Truai  Field 

1968 

1968 

378 

am 

2.150 

1.500 

Hastton  laboratories  Badger 

Sheet  Steel.  Dunam  Enpneen 
Wisconsin  Itgher  Education  Corp. 
Madison  Area  Technical  Colege. 
Municipal  Airport 

000(C)* 

A.C.E. 

i.S 

Charles  birson, 

Business  Manager. 

Dane  County  Regional  Arport. 
Madam  >.  Wisconsin  53704 
(£08*  246  3385 

Total  CivAans 

Total  MAtary 

53.4?4 

113)87? 

138.136 

17)389 

T5T 
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